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The Honorable Blair Lee III
Acting Governor of Maryland

Dear Governor Lee:

The Final Report of this Commission, appointed pursuant
to the Governor's letter of January 11, 1977, is transmitted
herewith.

This letter requested us to determine:

(a) "what, if any, additional aid program should fol-

low the Maurer Plan after it reaches its final plateau in
FY78;

(b) "the feasibility of consolidating the current ex-
pense foundation program with one or more of the other State-
funded programs (e.g., employer costs of retirement and social
security, school transportation, special education, and debt
service for school construction bond issues); and

(c) "the support of public education in a manner that
will provide reasonable equality of opportunity among all
students without placing too heavy a burden on the taxpayers
and without limiting unduly the freedom of local school

boards to satisfy the needs and wishes of their respective
constituencies."

In its "Interim Program Proposal of State Aid for Basic
Current Expenses" for fiscal 1979, the Commission recom-
mended that the existing Lee-Maurer formula be retained on
a modified equalization basis. Under this approach, and as
submitted in your Administration Bill (HB 853), the 1978
General Assembly enacted the Commission's funding recom-
mendation: the per pupil expenditure for the basic program
was increased to .$690, the additional $66 per pupil being
shared on an increased equalization basis of 50% State/50%
local. 1In addition, a second Administration Bill (HB 852)
was enacted which provided an increase from $75 to $100 per
pupil in "density aid" in recognition of the additional
costs of serving a great number of disadvantaged pupils in
the Baltimore City school system.
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I am pleased to submit the Final Report of the Com-
mission which recommends that:

1. The basic principles of the Lee-Maurer formula be
continued with the following adjusted actions:

a. (1) The State enact legislation to equalize
fully a program requiring a fiscal 1980
expenditure of $782 per pupil (the fiscal
1978 base of $624 per pupil be continued
at 55% State/45% local with the additional
$158 being further equalized at a 50%
State/50% local match).

The fiscal 1980 Governor's budget request
contain an item approximating $331,600,000,
or an increase of $36,000,000 over the
fiscal 1980 budget estimate were the cur-
rent $690 program to be continued and
estimated adjustments made for the projected
wealth and enrollment calculations.

The State move toward a total program that
would fund 507% of the cost of a basic edu-
cation program by fiscal 1984. Using certain
assumptions described in the Commission's re-
port, the fiscal 1984 estimated expenditure
would be $1,212, or $624 at a 55% State share
and the additional $588 further equalized at a
50% State share. Were this proposal to be
found feasible of implementing, the Statewide
increase over a continuation of the current
formula is estimated as $182,400,000 by fiscal
1984. This longer range proposal was recom-
mended in principle only because it is under-
stood that Governor-elect Hughes has indicated
a commitment to the study of all State/local
fiscal relationships. The Commission concurs
that future review of public education funding
should examine its interrelationship with the
totality of State/local financing.

2., Concerning the feasibility of consolidating the
current expense foundation program with one or more of the

other State funded categorical programs, the Commission
recommended that:

a. A "compensatory education" program for dis-
advantaged pupils be substituted for the
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present "density aid" program. The expanded
program proposes to provide State funds for

not only Baltimore City, but for other local
school districts having a particular need to
offer special services for children from poor
families. Various distribution proposals
indicated a range of funding from $14.7 million
to $18.8 million, and the Commission's specific
recommendation is attached as Exhibit A.

b. Existing State funded programs such as school
transportation, school construction, and
teacher's social security and retirements costs
should be continued with necessary adjustments
under their present categorical authorizations.
While the Commission considers most of these
programs a part of the basic costs of publiec
education, it could not obtain a majority vote
on including one or more of them in the State
aid for basic current expense program. Rather,
it included these costs in arriving at the cost
of a State median basic program of public edu-
cation and "backed out" these mostly 100% State
funded programs when determining the 50% State
share of an equalized foundation program.

We believe that the charges contained in the Governor's
letter of January 11, 1977 have been met. This report rep-
resents the conc1u51ons and recommendations of a majority of
the Commission with certain minority positions being appended
hereto. Despite expected differences of opinion, Com-
mission members are commended for their time, effort and
intelligent discernment of this important and complex State/
local program. Various other concepts and proposals are
presented in the Commission's Final Report which are recom-
mended for later review and action by the Executive and
Legislative branches.

Among the many persons who contributed to the Com-
mission's effort are Mr. David Ricker and staff of the State
Department of Education for the technical ‘work on formula
variation; Mrs. Sheila Tolliver in reviewing alternatives
and coordinating the Commission members' varied recom-
mendations; and Mrs. Joyce Tuchmann for an accurate prepa-
ration of the Commission's voluminous minutes.

Respectfully submitted,

Wm

. Kenneth Barnes
Chalrman
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INTRODUCTION

THE MARYLAND PERSPECTIVE

Early Equalization

Since the adoption in 1922 of one of the first equalization
programs in the nation, the State of Maryland has endeavored to
provide all its children the guarantee of a foundation program
of education. The chronology of Maryland's historical perspec-
tive was detailed in the Commission's Interim Report and, there-
fore, need not be repeated here. In summary, however, it is
noted that between 1922 and 1964, the Maryland General Assembly
made changes in the equalization aid program seventeen times,
these changes largely involving modification (usually upward) in
salary scales and local tax rates and occasionally program ex-
pansion. Usually the State's new foundation program was set
near the average local expenditure. However, because of infla-
tion and increases in pupil enrollment, local education agencies'
expenditures increased beyond that level. As a result, continued

pressure was put upon the General Assembly to provide another
upward State dollar adjustment.

The Ten-Year Period 1964-1974

In 1964 the law was amended substantially to express the
State aid for basic current expense in terms of a per pupil ex-
penditure ($340). The change provided for rather detailed cal-
culations the major features of which were (a) a staffing
allowance of 45 professionalsper 1,000 pupils, (b) "other costs"
allowances of $61 per pupil, (c) a guaranteed minimum State aid
of $98 per pupil, (d) a new pupil allowance, (e) an adjustment
for school district differences in costs of meeting mandatory
salary schedules, (f) requirement that local effort be expressed
as a percentage of real property tax assessment plus net taxable
income. In addition, an incentive program was included to en-
courage local school districts to staff beyond 45 per 1,000
pupils.

In 1967 the program was expanded to include kindergartens;
minimum salaries were increased; a program of "density aid" was
added in recognition of the high incidence of culturally dis-
advantaged children in Baltimore City; and provision was made
to stabilize the State's share .of the basic current expense pro-
-gram. These amendments required an increase in State aid of
$40,000,000.



The Lee-Maurer State Aid for Basic Current Expense Program

In 1973, based on a formula devised by Delegate Lucille
Maurer, the Lee Commission recommended, and the General
Assembly approved, the State aid basic current expense program
now in- effect. This formula was designed to improve equaliza-
tion, simplify the computation and to avoid drastic damage to
the school system or taxpayers of any particular jurisdiction.
In brief, it provided that:

1. The basic current expense program be increased to an

expenditure based on $610 per pupil. ' This was later increased
to $624.

2. The State share of the Lee-Maurer program was set at
55% with the 457 local relative shares varying among school
districts in relation to wealth.

3. Local governments were required to tax themselves at
- a rate required to pay their Statewide share of 457%. All pay
the same rate, but their contributions vary from year to year
according to wealth.

4. There were no minimum guarantees or continuing save
harmless provisions; thus, equalization was improved.

5. The program costs of the Lee-Maurer formula were
phased in over a 5-year period. It was projected in 1973 that
the State share would increase by approximately $21,000,000
each year until by the fifth year, fiscal 1978, the State's
share would have increased by $105,000,000. Because of an’
unanticipated declines in enrollment, this amount only reached
approximately $89,000,000.

Table I entitled "State Aid for Current Expenses - Five
Years State Share 1973-1978 (Projected)" shown on page 3 of
this report, provides ample evidence that the Maurer Plan
furthered the cause of equalization. For example, and as dis-
cussed in the Governor's charge to this Commission, "... In
Worcester County, which has the greatest wealth per pupil in
Maryland, State aid has declined from $163 per pupil at the
outset to $85 in the fifth year. Montgomery has gone from
$167 to $190 over 5 years, while neighboring Prince George's
increased from $179 to $348. The largest gains have been in
the districts where the need was greatest: $302 to $430 in
Baltimore City, $265 to $437 in Allegany, $225 to $425 in
Charles, and so on."

The median State aid in fiscal 1978 was $343 per pupil.
In addition, there are a variety of categorical programs
funded largely or entirely by the State such as the employer
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share of teacher retirement and social security, transportation,
handicapped children, and school building construction aid
which, when added to the State aid for basic current expenses,
have increasedState aid for elementary and secondary education

from $404,239,000 in fiscal 1973 to a fiscal 1978 appropriation
of $667,073,000.

The Lee~Maurer Adjusted Program, Fiscal 1979

As a result of the termination of additional increments in
the aid to education, "State Share of Basic Current Expenses"
(Lee-Maurer) formula in fiscal 1978, and substantial Statewide
interest in the funding of public elementary and secondary edu-
cation, the Governor on January 11, 1977 created the Governor's
Commission on the Funding of Public Education. 1In his charge
to the Commission, the Governor noted that one of the State's
most important and least understood problems is the application
of State and local resources to the support of public education
in a manner that will provide reasonable equality of opportunity

among all students without placing too heavy a burden on the
taxpayers.

The Governor noted that the 1972 Governor's Commission on
Funding Public Education recommended consolidation of numerous
State aid devices into a single and relatively simplified
foundation program for the support of current expenses of public
education. As enacted by the General Assembly, the program was
originally estimated to require a $105 million increase in State
aid, this amount to be phased in over a 5~year period. However,
because of underestimated declines in student enrollment, the
fifth~year cost approximates $89.2 million higher than State
aid for current expenses in fiscal 1973.

Further, because of estimated continuing decreases in
student enrollment in the immediate years ahead, the State share
of basic current expenses would have declined under the Lee-
Maurer formula in fiscal 1979 and early subsequent fiscal years,

thus placing the increasing burden of future inflationary costs
on local governments.

In a series of meetings throughout 1977, the Commission
judged that the Lee-~Maurer formula is inherently equalizing.
However, many Commission members expressed the opinion that the
Lee~Maurer basic aid formula provides a level of funding which
is inadequate in total. Therefore, while numerous methodologies
and approaches were studied, the Commission recommended that
the existing program of "State Aid for Basic Current Expenses"
as provided in Section 5-202 of the Education Article, Annotated
Code of Maryland, be retained on a modified improved equaliza-
tion basis for fiscal 1979. The modifications provided that:

1. The State shall guarantee and share in an expenditure

.




for basic current expenses of $690 multiplied by the number of
pupils enrolled in each subdivision.

2. County Share. To be eligible to receive the State
share of basic current expenses, the county governing body shall
levy an annual tax sufficient to provide an amount of revenue
for elementary and secondary Public education purposes equal to
the product of the wealth of the county. The sum of the basic
current expenses to be shared for all the counties shall be
multiplied by 0.45 for the first $624 times pupil enrolled and
0.50 for an additional $66 times pupils enrolled. The product
shall then be divided by the sum of the wealth of all the

counties, and the resultant quotient shall be the uniform per-
centage.

3. State Share. The State share of basic current expenses
for each county shall be the difference between the county share
calculated in paragraph 2 supra and the basic current expense
total as calculated above.

Table II shows the results of applying the above by
comparing the Lee-Maurer formula for fiscal 1979 funded at the
$624 level then provided by law with the recommendation, which
was accepted by the Governor via an Administration Bill (HB 853)
and enacted into law by the 1978 General Assembly. In general,
the adjusted formula provided for State basic current expense

funding of $305.2 million, or an increase of $26.9 million.

In addition, in recognition of the additional costs of
providing educational services to disadvantaged pupils, a
second Administration Bill (HB 852) was enacted which provided

an increase from $75 to $100 per pupil in "density aid" for
Baltimore City.

FINAL PROPOSAL OF 1978
GOVERNOR'S COMMISSION ON FUNDING OF PUBLIC EDUCATION

Preliminary Commission Deliberations

In the second and final year of the Commission's delibera-
tions, its early meetings addressed the following:

1. It reviewed the 1978 General Assembly's enactment of
HB 853 and HB 852, which implemented the Commission's interim
funding recommendations.

2. Since the Commission does not have a staff, the
utilization of Federal funds (Project SPEAR) possibly available
to the State Department of Education as provided in Section
842 of P.L. 93-380 for the employment of consultants was re-
quested. These consultants would be utilized to determine (a)
the extent to which Maryland's present State/local funding
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provides a thorough and efficient system of public education;
(b) the equity of the present system and the need to improve
equalization of educational opportunity for pupils in all of
the State's school districtsy (c) the suitability of the
present wealth definition} and (d) the components of an
adequate minimum program of basic aid to education.

3. The feasibility of consolidating the current expense
foundation program with one or more of the other State-funded
programs (e.g., employer costs of retirement and social
security, school transportation, special education,, and debt
service for school construction bond issues) was explored.

Discussion of the Adjusted Lee-Maurer Formula

Concerning paragraph "1" supra, the Commission considered
the 1978 General Assembly's enactment of HB 852 and HB 853 as
policy acceptance of continuing the Lee-Maurer formula. How-
ever, in the interest of exploring possible alternative for-
mulas which might improve equalization among the local school
districts, a "wealth per pupil" approach was studied. While
calculations on this approach will be provided later in this
report, it should be noted that continuous study and comparison

of the Lee-Maurer vs. wealth per pupil indicated that Lee-
Maurer was the better formula.

The wealth per pupil plan takes one standard school
finance variable, wealth per pupil, turns.it into a State/
local school district ratio, multiplies this ratio (adjusted
for ratio variances) to produce an aid allocation. This for-
mula approach does aid low wealth districts, but because all
school districts are guaranteed "something" per pupil, it also
aidsin an unequalizing manner wealthy school districts. 1In
addition, a major weakness of this approach is that, since
the State share is computed first, local school districts are
required to tax themselves at varying rates to pay their share
of the basic foundation program. This also tends to be dis-
equalizing.

The Lee-Maurer Plan as adjusted in 1979, and with further
adjustments in fiscal 1980 and subsequent years, should in-
crease the equity of the Maryland school finance system.
Further deliberations were focused on determining an appro-
priate level of aid to be distributed under this program. In
this regard, the Commission in a consensus opinion accepted
the principle that the State/local governments should partic-
ipate on 'a 50%/50% basis in the total cost of educational
programs.. Later in this report, the application of this
principle will be shown by utilizing the median cost per
pupil as indicating an adequate basic program and adding to
that those other categorical programs determined vital to the




basic cost of education. Although assuming cost can be re-
lated to adequacy will be questioned by some, equality of
education among the states has been restricted primarily and
perhaps unfortunately to the question of finance. This
assumption enormously simplifies the issues and is generally
accepted by many education advocates.

Some Comments on Commission Deliberations: the Definition
of a Basic Program

A paper entitled "Principles that Should Govern Public
Education in Maryland" (Exhibit B) was submitted to the Com-
mission on March 14, 1978 by State Superintendent of Schools
‘Hornbeck. In that essay Dr. Hornbeck noted that "The current
expense formula in Maryland is one of the best in the nation.
Best, in this instance, is defined primarily in terms of the
degree of equalization that takes place. We enjoy a situation
in which there is approximately 1.7 to 1 spending ratio between
the highest spending district and the lowest spending district.
Many states have a far greater disparity ...."

Also, this paper noted that while the above disparity
needs to be reduced, equal dollars do not necessarily mean
equal educational opportunity. In addition, the State Super-
intendent did not advocate trying to determine the components
of a so-called "basic education."”

This principle was generally accepted by the Commission
when the consultant group employed to conduct studies on
recognition of educational needs, cost variations, and wealth
definitions failed to deliver a product after several months
of effort. Therefore, on recommendation of the State Depart-
ment of Education, it was agreed to utilize Mr., Ricker and his
fiscal staff to prepare the array of formula variations neces-
sary for the Commission to determine the actual cost of public
education in Maryland and an appropriate (though not neces-
sarily optimal) level of education and concomitant funding
for fiscal 1980 and immediate subsequent years. These data
are described in Formulas I through XVII attached as Exhibit C.

"FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMISSION

At its December 7, 1978 meeting, the Commission voted in
favor of the following recommendations which are commended to
the Governor for Executive and 1979 General Assembly action:

1, The basic principles of the Lee-Maurer formula be
continued with the following adjustments:

a.(l) The State enact legislation to equalize fully
a program requiring a fiscal 1980 expenditure




of $782 per pupil (the fiscal 1978 base of
$624 per pupil be continued at 55% State/45%
local with the additional $158 being further
equalized at a 507% State/50% local match).

The fiscal 1980 Governor's budget request con-
tain an item approximating $331,600,000, or an
increase of $36,000,000 over the fiscal 1980

budget estimate were the current $690 program
to be continued and estimated adjustments made

for the projected wealth and enrollment calcu-
lations.

The State move toward a total program that would
fund 50%Z of the cost of a basic education program

by fiscal 1984. Using certain assumptions described
in the Commission's report, the fiscal 1984 esti-
mated expenditure would be $1,212 per pupil, or $624
at a 557% State share and the additional $588 further
equalized at a 50% State share. Were this proposal
to be found feasible of implementing, the Statewide
increase over a continuation of the current formula
is estimated as $182,400,000 by fiscal 1984. This
longer range proposal was recommended in principle
only because it is understood that Governor-elect
Hughes has indicated a commitment to the study of all
State/local fiscal relationships. The Commission
concurs that future review of public education fund-
ing should examine its interrelationship with the
totality of State/local financing.

2, 'Concerning the feasibility of consolidating the current
expense foundation program with one or more of the other State
funded categorical programs, the Commission recommended that:

a. A "compensatory education"” program for disadvantaged
pupils be substituted for the present "density aid"
program. The expanded program proposes to provide
State funds for not only Baltimore City, but for
other local school districts having a particular need
to offer special services for children from poor
families. Various distribution proposals indicated
a range of funding from $14.7 million to $18.8 million,
and the Commission's specific recommendation is
attached as Exhibit A.

Existing State-funded programs such as school trans-
portation, school construction, and teacher's social
security and retirement costs should be continued
with necessary adjustments under their present




categorical authorizations. While the Commission
considers most of these programs a part of the basic
costs of public education, it could not obtain a
majority vote on including one or more of them in
the State aid for basic current expense program.
Rather, it included these costs in arriving at the
cost of a State median basic program of public
education and "backed out" these mostly 1007 State
funded programs when determining the 507% State

share of an equalized foundation program.

' RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

During its two years of deliberation on the funding of public
education in Maryland, a number of policy options were con-
sidered and either accepted or rejected as follows:

l‘

"Weighted Pupil" Formula

In recent years, a number of states have attempted a
new approach to funding the special needs of students
via creating a "weighted pupil" formula based on the
relative cost of serving different types of students.
Florida, New Mexico and Utah are examples of states
utilizing this distribution model.

In view of the history and pattern of educational
finance in Maryland, the Commission rejected the use
of a weighted pupil approach at this time. It is felt
that the primary charge to the Commission was to
improve the equity of the State's public education
system while leaving the policy determination of fund-
ing priorities to the local school districts.

In addition, in view of recent Executive and General
Assembly actions implementing new or adjusted cate-
gorical programs for special education (Schifter Com-
mission), school construction (James Commission), and
school transportation, it is believed that these
"categorical aid" programs should not be integrated in
and weighted as part of the State aid for basic cur-
rent expense program. The Commission has recommended
that a new categorical program of '"compensatory aid"
be implemented and most school finance reformists
would propose that this aid be allocated via some
equalized formula as in basic aid.

Cost-of-Education Differentials Among School Districts

There is a premise that pupil equalization can be

-10-



measured by school district outlays: per pupil ex-
penditure is hypothecated as a proxy for pupil
equality of educational opportunity. However, it is
well known that the cost of providing educational
service differs among regions and school districts

in a state and that equal dollars do not buy equal
education, Commission member Maurer proposed that

an assessment of the cost of education (a price in-
dex based on the local "market basket" of goods) among
the local school districts be made, but the Commission
declined to act on or endorse this recommendation.

An Extended Elementary Program (Education of 4-Year-
01d Children)

In a memorandum to the Commission dated December 7,
1978, State Superintendent of Schools Hornbeck proposed
that the State initiate a program of services for 4-year
old-children in those schools throughout the State where
test scores indicate that third-grade children are
scoring six months or more behind the national average
in reading on standardized tests. The estimated first
year cost of providing this service in 105 such schools

in Maryland is $6.3 million. The Commission failed to
reach a consensus agreement on this proposal. Noting

Dr. Hornbeck's report that one Maryland study '"proved
conclusively that intensive educational programs for
b-year-old children ‘enable them to reach and retain
higher learning levels ...," the Commission agreed to
include in this report a statement that "the Commission
is heartened to hear of a successful preschool project
and urges it continuation."

A State Aid Formula for Vocational-Technical Education

During its deliberations, the Commission became aware
of the increasing role of vocational-technical edu-
cation in preparing secondary school students to enter
the world of work, In this regard, at the present time
approximately 31% of Maryland's high school graduates
who do not go on to college are believed not to possess
a marketable skill upon graduation.

Testimony presented to the Commission by the Maryland
Advisory Council on Vocational-Technical Education sug-
gested that consideration be given to two options for
providing increased State funding of vocational-
technical education. The expressed need for such fund-
ing was based on the fact that vocational-technical
education programs generally are more expensive to

-11-



provide than academic programs. One of the options
proposed was an annual categorical aid grant and the
other suggested application of a weighted pupil for-

mula for vocational-technical education program
students.

Although the Commission was sensitive to the request
for additional resources directed toward vocational-
technical education, the funding approach it recently
adopted does not incorporate either of the options
suggested by the Council., The Commission decided
early in the second phase of its deliberations to
concentrate on recommending a funding proposal for
basic current expenses. Recognizing the constraints
of time and limited staff, the Commission decided that
a weighted pupil approach incorporating the many
factors affecting program costs would require more
extensive analysis than it would be able to provide.
Some members questioned the appropriateness of direct-
ing the use of State aid funds, and there was con-
siderable controversy over suggestions to include the
several programs now funded through categorical State
aid. Without such a comprehensive weighting approach,
the Commission concluded that weighting for one or two
programs would not provide significant improvement.
Thus, while the Commission acknowedged that questions
remain regarding funding needs in several categorical
areas, it directed its energy at an aid formula for
basic current expenses, which include vocational edu-
cation programs to the extent to which local education
agencies determine them a priority.

Also of importance to the Commission's decision-making
regarding State aid for vocational-technical education
was the recognition that the Joint Legislative Com-
mittee appointed under the provision of HJR 110 of the
1978 legislative session would be concentrating its
efforts on determining need for these programs. Recent
indications that the Office of Management and Budget
is supporting a decrease of nearly 30%Z in Federal aid
for vocational-technical education are distressing.
Although local support for these programs already
amounts to approximately 907 of the total cost,
declining Federal allocations without compensating aid
from other sources can only result in increasing
demands on local resources or reduction in vocational-
technical programs. The latter consequence would be
unfortunate in view of the demonstrated success of
vocational-education in providing job training.

-12-



5. The Wealth Factor in a State Aid Formula

While many states continue to assess local school
district fiscal capacity by assessed valuation of
property per pupil, for many years Maryland has
utilized the more accepted combination of personal
income in addition to property wealth as a determi-
nant of school district fiscal decision. However,-
the Commission discussed at length a further "fine
tuning" of the wealth component of the Lee-Maurer
formula by considering a change in the wealth
definition to include utility shares and other in-
dustrial equipment which may be subject to tax. By
voice vote, the Commission adopted this concept in
principle, but recommended that it be included in

future studies by appropriate Executive and legisla-
tive groups.

One Final Point

The Commission's November 17, 1978 meeting included testi-
mony from the individuals and organizations interested in
public education in Maryland. While their position papers are
too voluminous to include in this report, an attempt to sum-
marize their presentations was included in the minutes of this

Commission meeting, a copy of which is included here as Exhibit
D.

At this meeting, one item in a new report of the U. S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare entitled Selected
Papers in School Finance 1978 was mentioned. The report itself
has just been received and, therefore, was not considered as
part of the Commission's deliberation. The mentioned item,
however, bears discussion in this report.

Verbal testimony before the Commission indicated that
Maryland had done poorly as shown by its ranking fourth worst
in "Wealth-Related Disparities" based on 1975 fiscal data.

The chart (Table II, p.65) appears somewhat skewed for Maryland
as a result of disparately being calculated as the expenditure
level in the high wealth quartile divided by the expenditure
level in the low wealth quartile.

Table I, p.65 of the report was not quoted to the Com-
mission. It indicates "within state disparities" for the same
1975 year utilizing the measure embedded in Federal regulation:
the ratio of expenditures at the 95th percentile of pupils to
expenditures at the 5th percentile. Utilizing thismeasure,
Maryland ranks 21st in its within state dispaity. There also
is some possible error in the data in that states count pupils
in different ways (ADA vs. ADM vs. Maryland's pupil count of
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all pupils registered on September 30 of each year), and this
study did not attempt to adjust for the difference.

The real question to be raised and perhaps answered by
further studies is the extent of disparity in spending to be
tolerated. For example, if this Commission were to have
recommended a steeper equalization (e.g., 457 State share of
additional dollars), increased State aid to poorer subdivisions
would result at the risk of substantial loss to other counties.
Offsetting those losses would require a level of State funding
which may exceed the State's long-range ability to pay. While
this Commission has chosen a formula which compromises ultimate
equality in spending by allowing local subdivisions to sup-
plement funding required by the formula, future study may be
aimed at mandatory caps on spending, at full State administra-
tion of funding, or at some other absolute method of full
equalization.

Proposals brought before the Commission by Dr. John Crew,
Superintendent of Baltimore City Schools, and Mr. Ted Smith,
Director of Finance for Baltimore County Schools, and attached
as Exhibits E and F, offer alternative approaches to closing
the gap in educational disparity. Although the Commission
adopted neither proposal, future study commissions may find it
useful to consider some of the concepts they incorporate.

A statement presented at the November 17 meeting provides
appropriate summation and conclusion: '"The Commission has
performed much work that will prove to be of value in the
long range solution of the vexing problems of educational
finance. Adoption of a significant, soundly conceived one-
year program will give the necessary time for the incoming
(Hughes) Administration to give its input into the significant
policy issues involved. Also, it will allow opportunity for
a result to be. achieved that many of us have worked for many
years to accomplish."

#i##




HOUSE OF DELEGATES
ANNAPOLIS. MARYLAND 2140

BeENJAMIN L.CARDIN OFFiCE:
42 LEGISLATIVE DISTRICT 21l ST. PAUL PLACE
BALTIMORE CITY BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21202
CHAIRMAN HomE:

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
2509 SHELLEYDALE DRIVE

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21209

December 21, 1978

Dr. Kenneth Barnes, Chairman
Governor's Commission on Funding
of Public Education
State House -  1lst floor H-2
Annapolis, Maryland 214-1 .

RE: GOVERNOR'S COMMISSION ON FUNDING OF PUBLIC EDUCATION

Dear Dr. Barnes:

Although I do not wish to offer a Minority Report to
the Governor's Commission on Funding of Public Education,
I would appreciate that the report contain my concerns about
the Commission's failure to include a recommendation which
would redistribute, through an equalization formula, the funds
that the state is presently spending for social security costs.
It appears to me that the only manner in which the state can
fully equalize a basic program of education within the resources
available is to eliminate 100% state funded programs. These
dollars would then be available for a greater equalization
program. I would have hoped that the Commission would have
moved in this direction by the redistribution of the present
state funds used in paying 100% of the social security cost.

Very truly yours,

VN ..

BLC/1g ' ‘Ben % %ﬁn L.

S




Minority Statement

Dr. John L. Crew, Superintendent of Baltimore City Schools

The Governor's Commission on the Funding of Public
Education has made recommendations that do not adequately
provide for equality of educational opportunity in Maryland.

Exhibit E of this report is a proposal for the fund-
ing of current expenses for education in Maryland that was
presented to the Commission, October 6, 1978 on behalf of
the Board of School Commissioners of Baltimore City. It
was proposed as an interim step toward full State funding
of education, which is advocated by the City of Baltimore.

Whijle I presented the proposal for the Board of School
Commissioners and it was discussed at the October 6 meeting
and briefly at Commission meetings thereafter, the Com~
mission approved proposals quite different from our recom-~
mendedations. It is, therefore, our position that the
recommendations of this report are not sufficient to meet
the need.

=16-



LucIiLLE MAURER OFFICE ADDRESS:
NINETEENTH LEGISLATIVE DISTRICT 222 HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
MONTGOMERY COUNTY
301.269-2651

261-1402--26581 (TOLL FREE}

HouseE oF DELEGATES

WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE

~ CANNAPOLIS  MARTLEAND 524401 . *HOWME ADDRESS;
VICE CHAIR 1023 FOREST. GLEN ROAD
MONTGOMERY COUNTY DELEGATION SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20901
' —— 301-893-4661
CHAIR
COMMISSION ON
ZINTERGOVERNMENTAL {COOPERATION MR MAOR AN D UM

TO: Kenneth Barnes

FROM: Lucille Maurer. ﬁzgnﬂj

RE: Minority Report

DATE: December 20, 1978

I concur in the recommendations of the Commission with one exception,

and that exception relates to a study of geographic cost-of-education
differentials.

I urged the Commission to recommend for future study the issue of
such cost differentials. All of the studies in Maryland have concentrated
on the question of the distribution of state funds. No effort has been
made to find out if those state dollars have equal education purchasing
power when the dollars are used in each of the subdivisions. The techniques
-of measuring the purchasing power of education dollars are not fully developed,
but more attention is being given to this issue nationally; and a study in
Maryland is feasible. I find it difficult to understand why those who press

~ for greater equalization in the name of justice oppose any analysis of the
other side of the school aid equation—that is, whether each dollar of aid
can obtain equal education services. '

- I am disappointed the recommendation lost, but the vote was close (7-9);
and I believe cost-of-education differentials should be studied in Maryland.




EXHIBIT A-Summary

Aid for Compensatory Education

Although the Commission reached a consensus opinion
that the current program of density aid should be broadened
to provide State support for compensatory education where
need for such service exists, the members were divided in
voting for a specific proposal of aid.

The proposals included as Exhibit A were submitted
to the members for action with the understanding that the
State Board of Education will develop appropriate guide-
lines or promulgate necessary bylaws to delineate for local
education agencies the specific administration of those
State funds.

Commission members' votes on the proposals follow:

Proposal # No. of Votes

VBN
O~ ON &

While there is no clear direction on a specific pro-
posal, those proposals receiving four votes each have in
common the use of a Lee-Maurer distribution of all or part
of the funds. This equalization method is consistent with
the Commission's thinking regarding the distribution of
funds for basic educational costs.



EXHIBIT A
. 2 Proposal I

(Those Above Mean Concentration) 14% Concentration @ 50%Z/50%

Local State ‘' Total
Allegany $ 787,932 $ 169,288 $ 957,220
Baltimore City 75,289 S92 13,447,068 20,736,980
Calvert 823,818 - 567,720
.‘Caroline 250,424 "199,7116 449 540
Dorchester 390,353 170,527 550,880
Garrett 366,589 244,451 611,040
Kent 285,169 - 256,120
Queen Anne's 458,246 - 294,120
St. Mary's 704,959 251,881 956,840
Somerset 204,576 243,872 448,448
Talbot 650,125 = 432,820
Wicomico 936,680 31,560 968,240
Worcester 1,042,122 - 557,460
$ 14,757,763

# Children 735427
Per Pupil

State $ 190

Local 190

$ 380

Local Wealth

Local Contribution
Rate

11,825,756 ,000
’ L3651 1536
.0012




A

EXHIBIT

Proposal II

Compensatory Education: Proposed Distribution FY 1980 :
Direct Payment of $45 Per Title I Eligible Pupil With Guarantee That HNc
mcva#<wmmo: Get Less Than Promised For FY 1980 Under Density Aid

Additional
Title I Funds
Eligible Required

Title I Cox for Compensatory
Local Unit Eligible $45 Guarantee Education
Total State 116,951 5,262,795 13,510,300 18,773,095
Allegany 2,519 113,355 13,385
Anne Aryndel 6,024 271,080 271,080
Baltimore City 54,571 2,455,695 13,510,300 15,965,595
Baltimore 7,330 329,850 329,850
Calvert 1,494 67,230 67,230
Carolipg 1,183 53,235 53,235
Carrol}]l 1,348 60,660 60,660
Cecil 1,684 75,780 75,780
Charles 20t 95,265 95,265
Dorchester 1,476 66,420 66,420
Frederjck 2,081 93,645 93,645
Garrett 1,608 72,360 72,3€0
Harford 2,695 121,275 “ 121,275
Howard 867 39,015 39,015
Kent €74 30,330 30,330
Montgomeyy 5,729 257,805 257,805
Prince George's 10,373 466,785 166,785
Queen Appe's 774 34,830 34,830
St. Mary's 2,518 113,310 113,310
Somerset . 1,456 €5,520 65,520
Talbot 1,139 51,255 51,255
Washington 3,276 147,420 147,420
Wicomico 2,548 114,660 114,660
Worcester 1,467 66,015 66,015




.

FY 1980 Distribution of Compensatory Education Funds in LEA's Where 14.5% or More of Pupils are fitle I Eligible
.fomuchnmw Distribution @ S55% State Share (14.5% = Number of Title I Eligible
. ' Statewide = Estimated State Enrollment 9/30/78)

=
—
—
<<| .
—
o
= 0
m o 2
M & . Projected Enrollment Local State
> Title I Wealth Xea - Share Share
- = Local Unjt Population (000) $420 .00111 55%
Total mﬂ@wm 76,703 13,055,222 32,215,260 13,462,241 18,753,019
Allegany 2,519 656,610 1,057,980 728,837 329,143
Baltimore City 54,571 6,074,927 22,919,820 6,743,169 16,17¢,0631
Calvert 1,494 686,515 627,480 627,480 g
Caroline 1,183 208,687 496,860 231,643 265,217
Dorchester 1,476 325,294 619,920 36,179 583,741
Garrett 1,608 305,491 675, 360 329,095 336,265
Kent 671 . 237,641 283,080 263,782 1¢,298
Queen >:mm.m 774 381,872 325,080 325,080 -
St. Mary!s 2,518 587,466 1,057,560 652,087 305,473
Somerset 1,456 170,480 611,520 189,233 422,287
Talbot 1,139 541,771 478,380 478,380 -
Washington . 3,276 1,229,466 i 1,375,920 1,364,707 11,213
Wicomico 2,548 780,567 1,070,160 866,429 202,731

liorcester 1,467 868,435 616,140 616,140 .




EXHIBIT A

Proposal 1V

3 Compensatory Education for FY 1980,

Including U»Hrnn Payment to Baltimore City of $13,510,300
lKemaining wc:&m Egyualized at 50% State Share

it Enrollment Local State

Title I X Share Share Direct Compensatory
Local Unit - Eligible 365 . 00006 50% Payment Education
Total State 116,951 57,942,078 .q~moH~me 200,341 4,701,474 13,510,200 18,211,774
Allegany 2,519 656,610 163,735 39,397 124,338 124,328
Ann2 Arundel m~ou& 5,158,789 391,560 309,527 82,033 82,033
Balcimore City 54,57} 6,074,927 3,547,115 364,496 3,182,619 13,510,300 16,692,919
Baltimore 7,330 9,891,547 476,450 476,450 = =
calvert 1,494 €86,515 27,110 41,191 55,919 55,919
Caroline 1,183 208,687 76,695 12,521 64,374 64,374
Carroll -1,348 1,261,307 a7,620 75,678 11,942 11,942
cect 1,684 619,830 109,460 37,190 72,270 72,270
Tharles 2,117 876,597 137,405 52,596 85,009 85,009
Dorchester 1,476 325,224 95,940 19,516 76,424 76,424
Freierick 2,081 1,516,292 135,265 90,978 44,287 44,237
Garrett 1,608 305,491 104,520 18,329 86,191 £6,191
Harford 2,699 1,790,662 175,175 107,440 67,735 €7,735
Heward 867 2,302,662 56,355 56,355 - -
Kert 674 237,641 43,810 14,258 29,552 29,552
Monzygomery 5,729 12,495,324 372,385 372,335 = =
rrince George's 10,373 8,973,846 674,245 538,431 135,814 135,814
2uezn Anne's 7719 331,872 50,310 22,512 27,398 27,398
St. Mary's 2,518 587,466 163,670 35,248 128,422 12€,422
Sumzrset : 1,456 170,480 54,640 10,229 84,411 34,411
Taltot 1,139 541,771 74,035 32,506 41,529 4),523
Wasrinrgton 3,216 1,229,466 212,940 73,768 139,172 139,172
Wiccmico N w~mAa 780,567 155,620 46,834 118,786 112,786
viorzester 1,467 868,435 95,355 52,106 43,249 43,249
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Compensatory Education: Proposed Distribution FY 1980, Equalizing at 50%. State Share

mm0n Distribution Purposes Only) With Guarantee That No Subdivision Get Less Than Promised For FY 1980 Density Aid .

_ '

~

v

- h
o e
(2

m % Addirional

Ay funds

. Projected Enrollment Local State Required
Title T Wealth 22 Zhare Share For Compensatory

Local Unit Eligiblae (000) 2200 . 00022 Distribution Guarantce Education
Tctal State 116,95} 57,942,078 25,729,220 10,379,283 15,349,937 2,841,164 18,191,101 |
Allecany 2,519 656,610 554,180 144,454 409,726 409,726
Anne Arundel m~o~A 5,158,789 1,325,280 1,134,934 190,346 190,246
Raltimore City ma~muw 6,074,927 12,005,620 1,336,484 10,669,136 2,841,164 13,510,300
Baltimore 7,330 9,691,547 1,612,6C0 1,612,600 - =
Calvert . 1,494 636,515 328,680 151,033 177,647 177,647
Carc_ine 1,183 208,687 260,269 45,911 214,349 214,349
A i 1,348 1,261,307 296,560 277,488 19,072 19,072
e 1,684 619,830 370,430 j 136,363 234,117 234,117
Charlzcs 2,117 876,597 465,740 192,851 272,889 ,. 272,689
deorcshester 1,476 325,294 324,720 71,565 2|53, 155 253,155
Fredz=rick 2,081 1,516,292 457,820 333,584 124,236 124,235
Garrect 1,608 305,491 353,769 67,208 286,552 . 236,552
Harfzrd 2,695 1,790,662 £62,920 393,946 198,954 128,954
Howari 867 2,302,€€62 150,740 190,740 - -
Kent 674 237,641 148,280 52,281 95,999 9%,9%%
Hdontzomexy 5,729 12,495,324 1,260,380 1,260,380 = =
Prirce Gzorge's 10,373 8,973,646 2,232,060 1,974,246 307,314 c7,214
Jueer. Anne's 774 381,572 170,230 84,012 86,268 56,268
St. Macy's 2,518% 587,466 553,969 129,243 424,717 424,717
Somerset 1,456 170,420 320,320 37,5C6 ) 282,€14 252,514
Talbct - 15 129 541,771 250,580 119,190 131,330 131,3%8
Washingtcn 3,276 1,229,466 720,720 270,483 450,237 450,237
Wicorico 2,548 780,567 560,560 171,725 388,835 | 288,535
Worcester 1,467 8A8,435 322,740 191,056 . 131,634 131,584




EXHIBIT A
Proposal VI

Compensatory Education:
Direct Payment cf 380 Per Title I Eligible
Subdivision Get Less Than Promised For

Proposed

Distribution FY 1980°
Pupil with Guarantee That No
FY 1980 Under Density Aid

Additional
Funds
Enrollment Required

Title I x s for Compensatoxy
Local :ﬁmﬂ Eligible $80 Guarantee Education
Total Htate 116,951 9,356,080 9,144,620 18,500,700
Allegany 2,519 201,520 201,520
Anne Arpndel 6,021 481,920 481,920
Baltimore City 54,571 4,365,660 9,144,620 13,510,300
Baltinmoye 7,330 526,400 586,100
Calvert . 1,494 119,520 119,520
Caroline 1,183 94,640 94,640
Carroll 1,348 107,840 107,840
Cecil 1,684 134,720 134,720
Charles 2,109 169,360 169, 360
Dorchester 1,476 118,080 118,080
Frederick 2,081 166,480 166,480
Garrett 1,608 128,640 128,640
Har ford 2,635 215,600 215,600
Howard 867 £9,360 69,1360
Kent 674 53,920 . 53,920
Montgomery 5,729 %58,320 458,32C
Prince George's 10,373 829,840 829,840
Queen Anne's 774 61,920 61,920
St. zanw.m 2,518 201,440 201,440
Somerset 1,456 116,480 116,480
Talbot 1,139 51,120 91,120
Washington 3,276 262,080 262,089
Wicomico 2,548 203,640 203,840
Worcester 1,467 117,360 117,360




district. Many states have a far greater disparity. A 1.7 to 1

EXHIBIT B
. PRINCIPLES THAT SHOULD GOVERN TH=
FUNDING CF PUBLIC EDUCATION I ¥ARYLAND

By David W. Hornbeck

The current expense formula in Maryland is one of the
best in the nation. Best, in this instance, is defined primarily
in térms of the degree of equalization that takes place. ‘e enjoy
a situation in which there is approximately 1.7 to 1 spending
ratio between the highest spending district and the lowest spending
spending ratio in Maryland, nevertheless, is too large. Such
a disparity still means the quality of a child's education in
Maryland i; heavily influenced by the accident of domicile or
other factors unrelated to ability. Moreover, equal dollars
do not necessarily mean equal educational opportunity.

The Barnes Commission is challenged by the opportunity
to revise the current expense formula. I do not propose to
present a new formula here. I do, however, offer a series of
principles which should influence the character of the formula
as finally designed. The principles arise out of both fiscal
and education considerations.
Ls THE BARNES COMMISSION SHOULD FIRST DETERMINE THE OVEFALL
COST OF PROGRAMS AND SERVICES NECESSARY TO PROVIDE AN ATDEQUATE
EDUCATION APPROPRIATE FOR ALL MARYLAND CHILDREN. 1In asserting
this principle I do not advocate trying to determine the cost
af a-sa-calfed, "basic education’™. That will wary frcm.one~schpoi
system to another and will even vary wicnin a2 system. To pursue

that line of thought I fear is to become bogged down in endless




arguments as to what precisely is necessary. Because children
are human, no one learning strategy will work for all. However,
Wwe can project with greater confidence the range of programs and
services which should be available to youngsters and apply a
reasonable price tag to them. In making such a determination,

the Commission should not consider programé designed to provide
an optimal educational experience. The criterion should bve
providing that range of educational opportunities which is needed
to ensure the possibility of an effective and satisfying adulthood
for all our youth. The Mission of Schoocling as adopted by the
Maryland State Board of. Education on Jarary 12, 1977, takes

major steps in defining what that range of educational opportunity
should be. As the State Board is charged with the responsibility
of defining educational adequacy I suggest looking to them fér
that definition.

Fiscal reality may prohibit the aépropriation of sufficient
funds to achieve the goal of adequately and approbriately serviné
our children's educational needs. If the Barnes Commission,
however, will define that goal and the attendant cost as a first
order of business, we can know how close or how distant we are
from attaining that goal and priorities among prcgrams can be
es?ablished. I would suggest, however, that we not arbitrarily
begin. with a certain.amnuatxoﬂ‘mnney and. design a farmula. to.
Yield that amount without being able to identify the gap between

Chat and what the Commission determines is necessary.




(FU

25 A SUBSTANUTIALLY IARGER AMOUNT OF MONEY SHCULD BE EQUALITED
AND EQUALIZED MORE SHARPLY THAN IS NOW THE CASE. It is important
for purposes of local control of education that the majority of
state money in the current expense formula should be of a non-
caéegorical nature. In FY 1976, the average per pupil cost

in Maryland was $1,519. For the state to equalize at 3624 is

not realistic. I suggest we consider using a figure of 75 percent
of the average per pupil cost as the basis for equalization. in
one sense the 75 percent figure is arbitrary. In another sense,
this percentage recognizes that there are other important areas

of state fiscal contribution and that the highest spending districts
may well be obuying something beyond an adequate and aporopriate
education. The fact is that money does not necessarily guarantese
quality. The notion of 75 percent of the average per pupil cost
simply recognizes there is a floor below thch a system should

not fall.

3. ANY MULTI-YEAR PIAN SHOULD REFLECT PROJECTIONS AS TO
STUDENT ENROLLMENT, INFLATION AND OTHER VARIABLES IMPACTING ON

TqE EQUALIZATION FORMULA. During the past five years, for example,
costs have escalated at a rate far greater than any savings
realized from a decline in enrollment. The current equalization
formula did not anticipate this possibility, and a situation has
resulred.thwhich the:. state eduacatitonal contr*busicn.nac actually.
declined proportionately. The new formula should anticipate

these variables in the future.




b, THE WIDE DISPARITY IN THE TAX EFFORT OF THE SEVERAL
SUB-DIVISIONS SHOULD BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT. Property tax rates
range from $1.58 in Queen Anne's County to $5.99 in Baltimore City.
As mentioned before, there is not as great a gap in svending per
pupil in Marylﬁhd as in many other states. But that results in
part from some sub-divisions--most notably Baltimore City--
exerting considerably more effort than other sub-divisions. The

new formula should reward those counties that exert relatively

more effort. We say relatively because the-formula would have

to continue to recognize the disparity in wealth. For example,

a $3.00 rate in Montgomery County could not be equated fairly

on a one to one basis with a $3.00 rate in Somerset County.
Morebver, the General Assembly should ensure a floor tax effort
so that the végaries of local politics could not lead to the local
fiscal authority deciding in a given year that education simply
was unimportant fiséally.

5. MUNICIPAL OVERBURDEN SHOULD BE REFLECTED IN THE FORMULA.‘
It is closely related to the tax effort issue. But it is not

the same. Baltimore City, and perhaps other central countigs,
have non-educational costs which require substantial sums of
money out of the same pockets. The current expense formula
should reflect that fact. Suchk sub-divisions should not be
expeated;&a»pay:fcr;tne?hignerafire,.policé§.gazhagewcailecthmi

costs and pay educational costs at the same rate as the sub-

divisions not facing those costs.




In considering tax effort and municipal overburden, we
should not limit our analysis to only one set of taxes or costs.
What we are seeking to determine is an "ability to pay". Thus
all the "tax effort" and cost of services should be accounted
“iffe T ¥
6. THE FORMULA SHOULD ACKNOWLEDGE THE FACT THAT IT CCSTS
SUBSTANTIALLY MORE TO PROVIDE APPROPRIATE LEARNING CPPORTUNITIES
FOR POOR CHILDREN. Poverty afflicts black and white, rural and
urban students. Proportionately, those who live under the burden
of poverty will generally not read, write and calculate as well
or as quickly as others. They will have a higher numﬁer of
disruptive students and drop-outs. They will contribute a
proportionately higher number of persons to the welfare rolls.
They will learn less highly developed job skills. They will be
the heads of households that will produce children bearing
similar characteristics for the next generation of school
children. These are facts, not opinion. To change these facts--
to reverse the burden of poverty--for the benefit of the state
as well as the children affected, more money for a variety of
supplementary services for this population will be required.

And these services cost more than $25 or $50 ger child. For
those whose needs are met and who do not wind up on the welfare
rolls ($3,000-$5,000 per year), or in a detention center ($12,000
per year), or in a prison {$I5,000 per year), the economic return
to the state will be great. At the same time, and hopefully, of

2qual importance, the youngsters in Somerset, Baltimare City and



other sut-divisions where the degree of poverty is substantial,
Shese youngsters can look toward a life of prcductivity and
satisfaction rather than a life of despair.

Moreover, to put this point a different way, we know
that to provide an equél educational opportunity cannot be decne
by spending the same dollar amount for every child. In the ;rea
of special education-wé have gone far (indeed Maryland is in a
position of national leadership) to meeting the responsibility
by funding special education at substantially higher levels.
We have not met that challenge with poor children who also require
substantially greater fiscal attention.
- THE FORMULA'SHQULD PROVIDE THE FUNDS TO MEET THE BASIC
EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF MARYLAND’S ADULT POPUIATION. There are
approximately-900,000 adults in Maryland who are twenty-one or
older who have not graduated from nigh school. The law artifically
nas chosen age 20 as the cut off for state reimbursement to local
sysctems. It would make more sense to determine a level of
achievement as the cut'off'ééint. I suggest that, perhaps,
the receipt of a high school diploma be that level of achievement.
Under such a principle, school systems would be obligation to
provide educationél opportunities to all not possessing diplomas,'
and would, in turn, be able to count all (regardless of age) as
part:rof ther student:r enroliTment figurerfor stass-aid uniil they -
receive their diploma.

8. A SPECIAL ADD-ON PROVISICN SHOULD BE MADE FOR INSERVICE

T

TRAIFING., Approximately one percen

of the tobtal subsidy snculd




ﬁe provided for this purpcse. The expenditure of the funds should
be coordinated by the Maryland State Department of Educaticn in
cooperation with local systems. Priority attention should be
given to the carefully structured training of all school principals
in the state. They are (or should be) in the position of instruc-
tional leader. We have over 40,000 teachers in the classroom.

We must shift to a heavier reliance on the principal to provide
the sustenance of renewal for the teacher.

9, EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS SHOUID BE ENCOURAGED THROUGH
STATE AID. TFew who know growth and development patterns of
children dispute the fact that the.years from 0-5 are more
important than any other. Yet, schools rarely come in contact
with either the child or the parent until the end of that period
of time. The new formula should be designed to support full-day
five year old and one-half day four year old kindergarten for all
who wish it. This program should not be mandatory. In addition,
the formula should support home and parent support programs
beginning at birth. If we are seriously interested in all
children being able to master the basic skills and in identifying
_special needs (certain handicapping conditions for example) at a
time when something can bé done, atéention to thesze early years

is essential. Three sub-principles are important. First,

emphasis should be placed on enabling the parent to be an effective

parent, rather than the scheol (or any other instituticn) providing

direct services to tne pre-four year old. Second, affirmative

recognition should be given ta the impartant (and in scme instances




dominant) role that non-school institutions should play. Third,
poor children (and families) should receive priority attention
should there be inadequate funds for all children.
b0 34 THE DEVELOPMENT OF INNOVATIVE PRCGRAMS SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED.
One of the cornerstones of this democracy is the free enterprise
gsystem. Absent the strong econcmic system we enjoy, the United
States would not be the leader of the free world. That system
relies in important ways on a corporate strength unequaled in
human history. Any corporate leader would not hesitate to point
to corporate research and development as a.primary source of the
stavility, growth, and success of business and industry. Yet
educational funding patterns act as if such facts do not exist.
Less than one percent of state funds provided in FY77 were
designed for purposes that could be described in any sense as
research and development. Corporate patterns suggest that 5
percent to 15 percent of income should be spent on research
and development activities. Surely, a one percent to three
percent add-on should be devoted to similar purposes on behalf
of our children. Since even that amount of money would be small,
the expenditure of those funds should be coordinated by the
Maryland State Department of Tducation in cooperation with
local systems pursuant to priorities set by the State Board
of Education such. as career education, programs for the gifted
and talented, basic skills,-and programs designed to reduce
disruption in the classroom. Depending on the amount of money

avallable--the:Commission may want to consider a percentage- of-




tne funds be spent at the initiative of the Lepartment of Education
with the remainder being spent at the initiative of each sub-
division in accord with local areas of emphasis within the
priorities.

L SUPPORT FOR LEARNING OUTSIDE THE CLASSROOM IS NECESSARY.
The NEEFC majority'of the learning experiences we provide tne
vouth of this state takes place in the classroom. That is in-
adequate to do the job. First, we know by definition that this
approach is failing for all those who drop out of school and

for those who are characterized as disruptive students. Second,
experience indicates that real competency--knowledge, skill, and

the ability to think requires a wide range of'experience. Direct

experience is not available or possible exclgsively in the classrcom.
Third, one cannot be a mason without laying bricks, swim without
swirtming, understand politics without ringing doorvells, become
an effective consumer without making purchases. There are

scores of other examples. But, all these exveriences are not
poésible within the one-dimensional setting of the classroon.

The community lies at our doorstep as a resource:- to provide

thesg opportunities. One could argue that creating a wider

range ol educational opportunities beyond the schoolhouse door
should simply be considered a part of the fundamental educational
nrogram. and... thus.. he: funded in that manrer. Hawever, recent
educational practice is such as to indicate that the use of
coﬁmunity resources will require such a break with present

practice that additional monies for at least a Pive jyear pericd



10

of time will be required. The additional monies would support
added personnel costs, transportation costs and the like during
a transition period.

We have not sought to put a price tag on these elsven
principles. They simply represent one beginning at defining
an appropriate (though not optimal) level of education for the
children of Maryland. That, as I suggested in the beginning,
seems to me to be step one. If an additional $20-25 million
is all that is available or possible for FY80 or FY81 so be it.
But we should not act as though that will érovide aporopriate
or equal educational opportunities for our children. Let us
identify the basic need and then clearly identify how much of
that basic needs we are prepared to meet in the first year of

the new formula, the second, and so on.
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IXHIBIT C Summary-2

Fiecal 2
Year - S1tems of ndi ture Equalisation Equalization
Cons{dered to be Equaliged Method Rate Comments
M -
vi1i, 2 . Current Rxppnse, Sooial Becurity, Minimus guarantes Minimum guarantee by Combine minismum guarantee and equaliszation mathods
7Y 19680 - Coapansatory Eduoation, 2.0.000 000 based on FT 1979 LEA plus: for distribution of ourrent sxpense funds, and
1984 % additional 1& year i sntimated paymente; 19680 - 127 @ I5% | treat compensatory education as e oetaguriocal
o [l 3 additional funds State Share program fully equalized at 50X Btate Share. It
squalised by Las— Compensatory aid @ .| providee all LEA'e with soms educetion funding
v, i Maursr forsuls S0% and holds all LEA’e harmless.
g 1984 - $718 @ LS¥ It vas diecuseed that the minimm guarsntss concept
(=L Btete Share may not be acoeptable to the gouris om & long tam
= ommnvou-v«ouﬂ ald @ basis,
'
8/1 —
Vit 1, 2 ! Gurrent Exppnse, Boaial moo:ﬁ.q Lee-Maurer, using a $62; @ 55% State Share | Total funds inoclude the projsoted Basio Edwcation
7T 1960 - % (phased in | 14 wwms weighted faotor for Balance at 50% Btate Costs to include ourrent expense, ecoial seocurity
1984 Compensa tory Eduoation, 30.80 000 oompensatory Share phassd in over three years and Denaity Aid.
“-nE.z.oEp w.n year b .| educetion The per pupil amount to be shared is §1,409 in
(each poor child FY 1984, The State's share is 55%.
oounts as 1,25) Each poor child ie countsd as 1.25 pupils. Thie
was determined by revlating the muaber of poor
ochildren and the amount projsoted for density aid
back to the per pupil amount projsoted for non~
poor ohildren.
8/
viIr i, 2 “Current Erppnss, Scoisl Bsourity, Minimms gosrantes par Beoond Tier @ LS¥X Guaranteee subdivisions minimum paymente per pupil
¥Y 1960 - Companaato Un____n tien (poow - pupdl based on FY State Share based on FY 1979. Only a deolins in enrcllment will
1984 puplls E_Ntn e 1.23), t_u_._ns 000 | 1979 paymants Tesult in lese monsy being paid to any LEL,
sdditional per year Sscond tier distributed (Montgomery County ie the only LEA to sotually
L by Las—Maurar receive lese total dollars than undsr pressnt
o ) paymant canaspt.).

- ity p—



EXEIBIT.C Summary-3

Fecal
Years Iteas of nd{ ture Equalieation Equalisation
Conaidered to be Bq 472_ __Msthod Rate Commente
Ix Current Erpense, additional Lee—Maurer $62l @ 55X State Share | Reflecte continuation of preeent State funding formula |,
Y 198Y $206,000,0Q0 (40,000,000 §ided per $1,25Y $630 @ 50X State Share | with dollars added to reach a total of SOX funding of !
: «.B..w te s median education coete.
8/22 i
X102 Current Expense, Sooial Security Vealth per pupil State Share S0% Reflecte new approach based on wealth per pupil
¥T 1980 ~ &&nhon-h‘g.ooo.ooo per year 15680 - 81,478 concept and addition of $4,0,000,000 new State dollars
1984 Al < 1984 - 81,550 over five year period. All LEA'e receive some State
- aid and all LEA's receive more State aid than ourrent !
* 1 prooedurse would provide.
8/22
XI1, 2 Current Expense, Soctial Seoyrjty Wealth per pupil State Share SOX Reflecte nev approach based on wealth per pupil
7Y 1980 - addi tional To.ooo.ooo por yogy 1980 - 81,212 ooncept and addition of $20,000,000 new State dollars
1984 .- Y 1964 - 81,262 over five year period. All LEA'e receive ecme State
aid and all LEA'e receive more State aid than ourrent
procedurse would provide.
10/6
Irl-4 Current Expense, Transportation, Per pupil guarantee 4421 tional fundse Presented to the Commiesion by Ted J. Saith, Mirector,
T 1980 Special Edyaation, Booial Bagurity, for pupil weighted dietributed @ SOX 0fffoe of Finanoe in Baltimors County. Eliminates
additional +000,000 per No,mn or local over- State Ehare oategorioal aid programs of Special Education,
i . S burden index and Transportation and Social Security.
Lee—Maurer dietritu-
tion of $40,000,000
yearly additional
money
8/22
IIITl - 3 gr.inkgt .- . Loe-Heuxer,: papik ™.} - | S0K'States Thares:: - _ | Pressated. tai"the. Comei saioo: by Jobwt L. Crew, . 823 ;.-
Y 1980 ~ ._oo.-gwﬂbioﬂg_ W Tl weighting for kindex 1960° ~ phases tmv oL .. ° Saperintendent, Baltimore:City Department of Education. -
1984 2 garten, early child- $1,694 The propoesl includee partial weighted pupil approach, 3
hood, adult education, | 1984 - $1,69L eome State ald for four year olde and adults and a

10/6

compensatory sducation

and $50/pupil grant to
three subdivieions

$50 per-pupil t.for three LEA's considered to have -
epecial needs (Baltimore 'City, Doroheeter-and Washington -
Countiee). State support ie computed at a level equal
to 75% of a 198); eetimated per pupil expendt ture,
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EXHINIT C Susmary-

i
Fiscal J 7. !
Tears = Tpema of Expandipure Equallestion Equalization Commants
Conslidered ..ﬁ = Equsliced ' Ha thod Fate
EIV 1, X, 03, 4 Ay 1 Lan-Maurer $624 ® S5% Ecate Share | A 9% Inflation rats haw besn assused; pupl
FY 1984 Furrent Expanss plus §5%, 500,000 1,499 $873 @ 50% Stats Share enrolilsent projections bassd on an avarage
additional par annus % decline per snmum, By walghting Titla I
xjv 2 ! poplle, & cost of §11,667,138 is Incurrod
furrent Expanss for compansatory sducation, of which
lus $55, 500,000 sdditional per $11,248,400 would have been spant anyway
ﬂ:n.l. Fitls § pyplls per Aw denslty ald In Balelsors Clty. Thars-
}370 census walghted st 1.35. fors, the additionalcost to the Stats of
Al Py, ® cospensatory sducstion progras is
$11,418,726.
IV 3 Les-Maurer $624 @ 55% State Share | A T inflation rate ham been assumed; pupll
Furrent Expanse plus $41,500,000 $1,254 §E10 ® SO% State Shars | snrollsmsnt projactions based on an average
pdded par snnum ° - v declins per annus. By walghting Title I
u—ﬁ ] ] puplle, & cost of $19, 341,175 Ls Incurred
urrent Expense of which #11,248,400 vould have besn apant
us 541,500,000 sdded per annum. anyeay &8 density ald in Baltimore Clty.
ﬂ“n_l I puplls pay 1970 census Therefors, the addltlonal cost to the Staw
wilghted at 1,325, of & compansatory sducatlon Progras is
1 $6,093,775.
1, 2 Cugrent Expsnss, Socjal Becurity, Wealth Par Pupll $980 in FY 1960 This spproach Is slmilar to formuls X and
FY 1980 $1%,000,000 additions) per annus $1,330 in FY 1984 XI adding $33,000,000 par annum Lnstessd
1984 : ¢ Both years @ 500 State | of $20,000,000 or $40,000,000,
Shara
o™i i, 1 Curpent Expenss, .-uu*uua_.u_nn Wealth Per Pupil 816 Ln rY L9880 This sppooach ls similar to formuls v,
FY 1980 }—ru.ll_r.ulr..lj... BL. 0% inFr ioee sncept thee social security-le not
1984 y Both yeare . S0h'Staks |. Included.
Sharw
viL 1, 2 Curpent Expanss, §36,000,000 Law-Haurar T 1%80 - Standard Les-Msursr spproach taking
T 1980 addjtlonal per annum FY 1980: §781 $624 # 55v State Shars | FY 1980 setinsted encollsent inot
1984 k- FY 1964: $1.213 $1%8 # 50% Stata Shars yot & flnal Flgure) For 1904 we sssumed

o198
$624 # 554 Scate Share
B588 @ 50N State Share

&n averags I\ par anmus sncollment declina

= ———— g ——

&

_
|



FY 1979 Distribution of State Funds for Median

at 50% State Share

Current Expense as Redefined¥

EXHIBIT C-1

Local Estimated¥*
Share State
Enrollment (Wealth State Payments to Increase®*

Local Unit x $1,511 x_,01195) Share Subdivisions (Decrease)

Total State $1,225,104,521 $612,586,663  $612,517,858 $5317,366,912 $ 75,150,946
Allegany 22,125,573 7,250,495 14,875,078 11,336,743 3,538,335
Anne Arundel 110,829,961 52,961,791 57,868,170 48,831,036 9,037,134
Baltimore City 223,132,01) 67,436,491 155,695,523 111,587,426 44,108,097
Bal timore 166,648,613 10k, 494,325 62,15),268 65,598,598 (3,444,310)
Calvert 10,810,072 6,349,238 L, 460,834 4,660,226 (199,392)
Caroline 7,L421,65) 2,181,807 5,239,847 4,015,405 1,224,442
Carroll 29,363,637 12,839,765 16,52l,052 13,186,404 3,337,648
Cecil 19,495,678 6,517,351 12,978,327 9,378,844 3,599,483
Charles 25,962,758 9,196,146 16,766,612 13,404,111 3,362,501
Dorchester 8,515,996 3,454,733 5,061,263 4,374,413 686,850
Frederick 34, 346,511 15,669,055 18,677,486 15,292,762 3,384,724
Carrett m”mmpﬂmqm uuuqmnpm: m”mpmuuum 4,493,143 1,018,975
Harford 49,162,107 18,581,688 30,577,419 23,319,006 7,258,413
Howard 37,163,423 23,248,402 13,915,021 14,479,902 (564,881)
Kent 4,856,354 2,518,778 2,337,576 2,307,078 30,498
Montgomery 161;,18l, 500 132,846,190 31,338, 311 54,436,770 (23,098,456)
Prince George's 20l;, 849, 292 36,921,670 107,92l 622 92,448,313 15,476,309
Queen Anne's 7,228,624 3,815,426 3,383,198 3,271,421 111,777
St. Mary's 17,904,972 5,900,826 12,001,146 9,337,153 2,666,993
Somerset 5,935,963 1,786,117 4,149,546 3 AO6 RS 963,220
Vashington u&mwmﬂsr 12,960,058 19,255,620 15,560,548 41255,108
Wicomico 18,881,683 8,157,930 10,723,904 Dt ey

Worces ter 8,800,065 8.736.992 ' 63.073 2,361,136 (2,298,063)

¥Median Current Expense + Transportation + State Share of Social Security + State Share of Retirement
*¥Present Distribution Method



Calculation of FY 1979 Current Expense State Aid Including
State Aid for Social Security Fully Equalized

l|

EXHIBIT C-IT

Total
Total State Gain or
to be Share (Loss)
Shared Under Caused by
Enrollment Enrollment x Local State Former Equalized
Local Unit Wealth 9/30/T( $842.94% Share Share Approach Approach .
Total State 51,262,064 810,790.55 683,447,786 316,286,933 367,160,853 367,187,929 (27,076)
Allegany 606,736 14,643.00 12,343,170 3,743,561 8,599,609 8,154,498 445,111
Anne Arundel 4,431,949 . 173,348.75 61,828,595 27,345,125 34,483,470 33,991,369 492,101
Baltimore City 5,643,221 147,671.75 124,478,425 34,818,674 89,659,751 85,069,743 4,590,008
Baltimore 8,744,295 110,290.28 92,968,089 53,952,300 39,015,789 42,084,735 (3,068,946)
Calvert 531,317 7,154.25 6,030,603 3,278,226 2,752,377 2,803,319 (50,942)
Caroline 182,578 4,911.75 4,140,310 1,126,506 3,013,804 2,793,532 220,272
Carroll 1,074,459 19,433.38 16,381,173 6,629,412 9,751,761 9,239,158 512,603
Cecil 545,385 12,902.50 10,876,033 3,365,025 7,511,008 6,929,242 581,766
Charles 769,552 17,182.50 14,483,817 4,748,136 9,735,681 9,154,988 580,693
Dorchester 289,099 5,636.00 4,750,810 1,783,741 2,967,069 2,864,124 102,945
Frederick 1,311,218 22,731.00 19,160,869 8,090,215 11,070,654 10,606,802 463,852
Garrett 266,038 5,1752.00 4,848,591 1,641,454 3,207,137 2,959,343 247,794
Harford 1,555,204 32,536.14 27,426,014 9,595,609 17,830,405 16,943,406 886,999
Howard 1,945,473 24,595.25 20,732,320 12,003,568 8,728,752 9,137,843 (409,091)
Kent 210,358 3,214.00 2,709,209 1,297,909 1,411,300 1,409,893 1,407
Montgomery 11,116,836 108,659.50 91,593,439 68,590,878 23,002,561 29,718,713 (6,716,152)
Prince George's 8,110,851 135,572.00 114,279,062 50,043,951 64,235,111 63,830,447 404,664
Queen Anne’s 321,793 4,784.00 4,032,625 1,985,463 2,047,162 2,008,678 38,484
St. Mary’s 493,793 11,849.75 9,988,628 3,046,703 6,941,925 6,483,543 458,382
Somerset 149,491 3,928.50 3,311,490 922,359 2,389,131 2,192,398 196,733
Talbot 462,420 4,340.00 3,658,360 2,853,131 805,229 1,048,210 (242,981)
Washington 1,086,197 21,334.00 17,983,282 6,701,835 11,281,447 10,796,177 485,270
Wicomico 682,672 12,496.25 10,533,589 4,212,086 6,321,503 6,116,791 204,712
Worcester 731,129 5,824.00 4,909,283 4,511,066 398,217 850,977 (452,760)

Factor .00617

*$624 shared, State and local 55/45
$ 66 shared, State and local 50/50
$152.94 (Social Security)¥** 50/50

#%¥This provides LEA's with the total State amount of current Social Security payments ($62,002,287).



EXHIBIT C-ITI-1

FY 1980 Current Expense
Basic Education and Socifal Security Puased-In
Per Pupil = $928 e
State Share = 557,

State
Local State to Pay Net Gain/

Local Unit Share Share Anyway Loss
Total State 331,665,556 405,700,044 364,114,706 41,585,338
Allegany 3,925,582 9,251,090 7,952,282 1,298,808
Anne Arundel 28,674,710 38,825,226 34,339,611 4,485,615
Baltimore City - 36,511,640 94,594,344 81,512,710 13,081,634
Baltimore - 56,575,589 42,570,075 40,932,625 1,637,450
Calvert 3,437,621 3,398,027 3,052,780 345,247
Caroline 1,181,280 3,320,448 2,787,233 533,215
Carroll 6,951,750 11,454,202 9,726,222 1,727,980
Cecil 3,528,641 8,393,375 6,993,042 1,400,333
Charles 4,979,001 11,311,111 9,589,838 1,721,273
Dorchester 1,870,471 3,248,377 2,829,876 418,501
Frederick 8,483,580 12,961,572 11,121,385 1,840,187
Garrett 1,721,266 3,641,646 3,027,517 614,129
Har ford 10,062,170 20,211,046 17,319,302 2,891,744
Howard 12,587,210 11,073,078 10,146,475 926,603
Kent 1,361,016 1,516,712 1,372,279 144,433
Montgomery 71,925,929 26,054,167 29,112,132 (3,057,965)
Prince George's 52,477,206 70,273,066 62,839,113 7,433,953
Queen Anne's 2,082,001 2,356,623 2,060,826 295,797
St. Mary's 3,194,841 7,864,135 6,635, 300 1,228,835
Somerset 967,207 2,593,529 2,154,256 439,273
Talbot 2,991,857 929,871 1,031,069 (101,198)
Washington 7,027,695 12,407,409 10,708,170 1,699,239
Wicomico 4,416,888 6,908,424 6,023,906 884,518
Worcester 4,730,405 542,491 846,757 (304,266)

Factor .00647



EXHIBIT C-I11-2

FY 1981 Current Expense -
Basic Education, Transportation and Social Security Phased-In v
Per Pupil = $1,212

State Share = 55%

Factor .00828

State

Local State to Pay Net Gain/ _
Local Share Share Share Anyway Loss _
Total State 424,449,891 519,313,905 436,278,080 83,035,825
Allegany 5,023,774 11,656,982 9,499,235 2,157,747
Anne Arundel 36,696,538 50,686,238 41,813,813 8,872,425
.Baltimore City 46,725,870 117,018,966 86,732,210 30,286,756 .
Baltimore 72,402,763 52,975,001 48,296,170 4,678,831
Calvert 4,399,305 4,788,867 4,441,434 347,433
Caroline 1,511,746 4,292,522 3,619,267 673,255
Carroll 8,896,521 15,627,087 12,668,615 2,958,472
Cecil 4,515,788 10,979,632 8,533,640 2,445,992
Charles 6,371,891 15,354,421 12,811,583 2,542,838
Dorchester 2,393,740 4,146,212 3,721,817 424,395
Frederick 10,856,885 17,604,511 14,305,946 3,298,565
Garrett 2,202,795 4,831,653 4,240,932 590,721
Harford 12,877,089 26,748,039 20,933,633 5,814,406
Howard 16,108,516 15,908,888 13,903,457 2,005,431
Kent 1,741,764 1,882,116 1,934,288 (52,172)
Montgomery 92,047,402 32,241,986 36,492,432 (4,250,446)
Prince George's 67,157,846 89,192,578 74,181,234 15,011,344
Queen Anne’s 2,604,446 3,127,702 3,008,516 119,186
St. Mary's 4,088,606 10,429,942 8,634,030 1,795,912
Somerset 1,237,765 3,301,155 2,760,151 541,004
Talbot 3,828,838 1,156,118 1,547,056 (390,938)
Washington 8,993,711 15,911,677 12,743,101 3,168,576 |
.Wicomico 5,652,524 8,188,456 7,660,443 1,128,013
Worcester 6,053,748 663,156 1,795,077 (1,131,921)



EXHIBIT C-III-3

FY 1982 Current Expense
Basic Education, Transportation, Social Security and 1/3 Retirement Phased-In »
Per Pupil = $1,457 . Iy
State Share = 55%

State
Local State to Pay Net Gains
Local Unit Share Share Anyway Loss
Total State 500,610,545 611,240,725 487,845,423 123,395,302
Allegany 6,214,543 13,213,09% 10,184,591 3,028,504
Anne Arundel 43,255,822 60,823,516 46,827,493 13,996,023
Baltimore City 55,077,837 ~133,079,143 92,348,191 40,730,352
Baltimore 85,344,319 60,530,521 55,096,913 5,433,608
Calvert 5,185,654 6,176,032 5,250,096 925,936
Caroline 1,781,961 5,103,821 3,909,361 1,194,460
Carroll 10,486,720 19,577,018 14,299,529 5,277,489
Cecil 5,322,958 13,208,625 9,268,426 3,940,199
Charles 7,510,828 19,147,901 14,423,566 4,724,335
Dorchester 2,821,606 4,866,983 4,080,838 786,145
Frederick 12,797,488 21,956,333 16,243,800 5,712,533
Garrett 2,596,531 5,891,951 4,656,562 1,235,389
Harford 15,178,791 32,540,873 23,311,503 9,229,370
Howard 18,987,816 20,875,704 16,808,246 4,067,458
Kent 2,053,094 2,144,523 2,095,365 49,158
Montgomery 108,500,319 36,554,230 44,583,956 (8,029,726)
Prince George's 79,164,906 104,063,129 82,356,260 21,706,869
Queen Anne’s 3,140,700 3,813,561 3,361,144 452,417
St. Mary's 4,819,420 12,717,032 9,543,009 3,174,023
Somerset 1,459,032 3,864,846 2,966,639 898, 207
Talbot 4,513,219 1,316,238 1,819,179 (502,941)
Washington 10,601,283 18,764,552 13,901,513 4,863,039
Wicomico 6,662,879 10,276,203 8,334,365 1,941,838 .
Worcester 7,135,819 734,895 2,174,278 (1,439,383)
Factor .00976 )
-5 - T 3-



FY 1983 Current Expense

Basic racoma»o:. Transportation, Social Security and 2/3 Retirement Phased-In

Per Pupil = $1,733
State Share = 55%

- State
Local State to Pay Net Gainv/

Local Unit Share Share Anyway Loss

Total State 583,362,289 712,656,562 547,813,056 164,843,506
Allegany 6,904,656 15,473,573 10,990,917 4,482,656
Anne Arundel 50,435,580 72,163,772 52,637,995 19,525,777
Baltimore City 64,219,855 149,604,617 99,110,775 50,493,842
Baltimore 99,510,077 68,339,638 62,984,647 5,354,991
Calvert 6,046,387 7,848,807 6,193,260 1,655,547
Caroline 2,077,738 5,999,775 4,245,191 1,754,584
Carroll L 12,227,343 24,219,380 16,174,714 8,044,666
Cecil 6,206,481 15,710,770 10,117,374 5,593,396
Charles 8,757,502 23,594,142 16,297,333 7,296,809
Dorchester 3,289,947 5,647,134 4,496,306 1,150,828
Frederick 14,921,661 27,046,400 18,485,075 8,561,325
Garrett 3,027,512 7,101,873 5,134,239 1,967,634
Harford 17,698,222 39,135,513 26,073,720 13,061,793
Howard 22,139,483 26,944,276 20,209,905 6,734,371
Kent 2,393,874 2,418,667 2,283,426 135,241
Montgomery 126,509,594 40,912,070 53,885,590 (12,973,520)
Prince George's 92,301,484 120,048,205 91,861,291 28,186,914
Queen Anne's 3,662,004 4,595,741 3,764,863 830,878
St. Mary'’'s 5,619,364 15,329,140 10,596,082 4,733,058
Somerset 1,701,208 4,475,204 3,208,571 1,266,633
Talbot 5,262,340 1,480,763 2,130,217 (649,454)
Washington 12,360,922 21,883,158 15,248,737 6,634,421
Wicomico 7,768,801 11,883,413 9,115,305 2,768,108
Worcester 8,320,248 800,531 2,567,523 (1,766,992)

EXHIBIT

g=1ir= b

IEi-4

_
|



EXHIBIT C-III-5

FY 1984 Current Expense
Basic Education, Transportation, Social Security and Retirement Phased-In L
Per Pupil = $2,047 .
State Share = 55% :

S gt weeb

State 4

Local State to Pay Net Gainy

Local Unit Share Share Anyway Loss '3
Total State 675,121,381 825,104,449 618,619,320 206,485,129
Allegany 7,990,713 17,592,693 11,945,677 5,647,016
Anne Arundel 58,368,768 84,978,548 59,470,306 25,508,242
Baltimore City | 74,321,221 166,876,789 107,277,817 59,598,972 .
Baltimore 115,162,365 76,549,420 72,256,411 4,293,009 ]
Calvert 6,997,445 9,873,929 7,310,880 2,563,049 |
Caroline 2,404,552 7,001,413 4,639,149 2,362,264 3
Carroll 14,150,625 29,708,397 18,370,875 11,337,522 1
Cecil 7,182,720 18,546,023 11,113,090 7,432,933 3
Charles 10,135,000 28,835,786 18,501,290 10,334,496 1
Dorchester 3,807,434 6,505,352 4,984,098 1,521,254 :

. : 1
Frederick 17,268,741 33,036,284 21,116,087 11,920,197 mw
Garrett 3,503,720 8,493,747 5,689,734 2,804,013 g
Harford 20,482,037 46,704,597 29,324,830 17,379,767 .W
Howard 25,621,879 34,371,597 24,256,100 10,115,497 A
Kent 2,770,415 2,703,263 2,503,180 200,083 .
Montgomery 146,408,730 45,403,358 64,758,995 (19,355,637) w
Prince George's 106,819,908 137,464,978 103,081,791 34,383,187 E
Queen Anne's 4,238,014 5,495,471 4,234,647 1,260,624 A
St. Mary's 6,503,254 18,335,044 11,830,543 6,504,501 .
Somerset 1,968,796 5,144,529 3,493,783 1,650,746 W
Talbot 6,090,071 1,649,636 2,491,869 (842,233) ;
Washington 14,305,214 25,330,847 16,831,987 8,498,860 :
Wicomico 8,990,790 13,638,195 10,035,740 3,603,055 w
Worcester 9,628,969 863,953 3,100,441 (2,236,488) i

0



1980 Current E

xpense

Basic Education, Transportation and Social Security Included

Per Pupil $143

State Share 45%

Proposed Payments
Approach Under Present
Local Unit State Total System Difference
Total State 470,737,759 429,134,922 41,602,837
Allegany 10,627,627 9,621,439 1,006,188
Anne Arundel 44,303,542 39,917,580 4,385,962
Baltimore City. 101,443,284 89,992,022 11,451,262
Baltimore 51,863,299 48,076,588 3,786,711
Calvert 4,175,222 3,698,308 476,914
Caroline 3,926,249 3,534,458 391,791
Carroll 12,989,472 11,711,288 1,278,184
Cecil 9,297,158 8,300,119 997,039
Charles 13,301,506 12,058,610 1,242,896
Dorchester 4,001,413 3,667,880 333,533
Frederick 14,700,699 13,342,405 1,358,294
Garrett 4,450,170 4,051,042 399,128
Harford 22,382,198 20,019,802 2,362,396
Howard 12,937,185 12,079,991 857,194
Kent 2,043,329 1,923,063 120,266
Montgomery 36,544,583 36,087,964 456,619
Prince George's 81,213,552 74,322,018 6,891,534
Queen Anne's 3,009,193 2,795,376 213,817
St. Mary's 9,150,586 8,169,450 981,136
Somerset 3,038,617 2,731,299 307,318
Talbot 1,469,272 1,420,640 48,632
Washington 13,976,274 12,565,310 1,410,964
Wicomico 8,283,505 7,527,478 756,027
Worcester 1,609,824 1,520,792 89,032

EXHIBIT C-IV-1

|\



Basic Education, Transportation and Social Security Included

1984 Current Expense

Per Pupil $798
State Share 45%

Proposed Payments
Approach Under Present
Local Unit State Total System Difference
Total State 653,160,954 447,549,726 205,611,228
Allegany 15,129,784 9,882,609 5,247,175
Anne Arundel 61,971,228 41,532,972 20,438,256
Baltimore City . 139,764,012 84,926,525 54,837,487
Baltimore 61,590,189 47,323,655 14,266,534
Calvert 4,451,297 3,287,542 1,163,755
Caroline 5,741,910 3,751,528 1,990,382
Carroll 21,465,778 13,819,501 7,646,277
Cecil 14,498,781 9,008,416 5,490,365
Charles 22,948,982 14,739,858 8,209,124
Dorchester 5,518,210 3,875,360 1,642,850
Frederick 24,333,520 15,872,069 8,461,451
Garrett 6,896,892 4,617,291 2,279,601
Harford 35,357,679 22,203,563 13,154,116
Howard 21,697,608 15,733,989 5,963,619
Kent 2,430,367 1,952,262 478,105
Montgomery 38,574,840 38,548,403 26,437
Prince George's 114,864,848 78,213,578 36,651,270
Queen Anne's 3,963,930 2,984,304 979,626
St. Mary's 13,944,911 8,898,190 5,046,721
Somerset 4,223,116 2,772,821 1,450,295
Talbot 1,297,375 1,236,008 61,367
Washington 20,031,182 12,982,573 7,048,609
Wicomico 11,012,217 7,640,735 3,371,482
Worcester 1,452,298 1,745,974 (293,676)

EXHIBIT C-1IV-2

=
N



1984 Current Expense

State Share 70%

Basic Education, Transportation, Social Security + $206 Million
Per Pupil $1,273

State
State to Pay Net

Local Unit Share Anyway Gain/Loss

Total State 653,349,624 447,549,726 205,799,898
Allegany 13,271,164 9,882,609 3,388,555
Anne Arundel 61,397,926 41,532,972 19,864,954
Baltimore City 126,093,906 84,926,525 41,167,381
Baltimore 71,767,003 47,323,655 24,443,348
Calvert 4,885,435 3,287,542 1,597,893
Caroline 4,805,804 3,751,528 1,054,276
Carroll 20,257,303 13,819,501 6,43(,802
Cecil 12,970,509 9,008,416 3,962,093
Charles 19,911,084 14,739,858 5,171,226
Dorchester 4,885,587 3,875,360 1,010,227
Frederick 23,339,175 15,872,069 7,467,106
Garrett 5,904,772 4,617,291 1,287,481
Harford 32,561,233 22,203,563 10,357,670
Howard 24,068,180 15,733,939 8,334,191
Kent 2,269,925 1,952,262 317,663
Montgomery 60,849,208 38,548,403 22,300,805
Prince George's 112,517,397 78,213,578 34,303,819
Queen Anne's 3,834,159 2,984,304 849,855
St. Mary's 11,998,324 8,898,190 3,100,134
Somerset 3,578,848 2,772,821 806,027
Talbot 1,822,319 1,236,008 586,311
Washington 18,735,981 12,982,573 5,753,408
Wicomico 10,163,970 7,640,735 2,523,235
Worcester 1,460,412 1,745,974 (285,562)

EXHIBIT C-V



1980 Distribution of State Aid Using a Minimum Guarantee and Equalizing Compensatory Education Payments

Total Funds
Which Would

Minimum Additional Compensatory Total Have Been
Local Unit Guarantee Equalization Education Payments Included Difference
Total State 359,820,835 45,398,715 13,748,445 418,967,995 377,607,700 41,360,295
Allegany 7,908,843 1,172,927 367,440 9,449,210 8,077,596 1,371,614
Anne Arundel 33,677,231 4,285,162 160,994 38,123,387 33,696,090 4,427,297
Baltimore City 81,376,128 12,110,376 9,590,073 103,076,577 96,326,878 6,749,699
Baltimore 40,812,116 4,072,541 - 44,884,657 40,896,247 3,988,410
Calvert 2,887,472 276,428 158,509 3,322,409 2,682,966 639,443
Caroline 2,760,219 415,737 192,497 3,368,453 2,777,208 591,245
Carroll 9,421,150 1,308,063 14,643 10,743,856 9,524,473 1,219,383
Cecil 6,898,839 1,036,532 209,466 8,144,837 6,978,344 1,166,493
Charles 9,356,282 1,387,825 243,847 10,987,954 9,560,494 1,427,460
Dorchester 2,802,128 388,250 227,189 3,417,567 2,836,133 581,434
Frederick 10,791,903 1,479,203 108,780 12,379,886 10,973,848 1,406,038
Garrett 2,970,406 440,662 257,286 3,668,354 3,006,851 661,503
Harford 16,996,062 2,423,958 175,478 19,595,498 17,177,746 2,417,752
Howard 9,484,512 1,027,436 - 10,511,948 9,700,027 811,921
Kent 1,361,339 165,692 85,924 1,612,955 1,372,763 240,192
Montgomery 28,929,468 1,413,403 - 30,342,871 29,410,062 932,809
Prince George’s 62,301,054 8,183,906 259,085 70,744,045 63,670,311 7,073,784
Queen Anne's 2,008,860 240,844 76,878 2,326,582 1,982,690 343,892
St. Mary’s 6,518,599 949,492 381,071 7,849,162 6,509,030 1,340,132
Somerset 2,141,046 323,638 254,192 2,718,876 2,147,718 571,158
Talbot 1,022,692 16,602 117,168 1,156,462 948,815 207,647
Washington 10,597,158 1,479,474 402,755 12,479,387 10,700,383 1,779,004
Wicomico 5,967,756 800,564 348,391 7,116,711 5,985,254 1,131,457
Worcester 829,572 - 116,779 946,351 665,773 280,578 YL-1I

The minimum guarantee was determined by adding together Current Expense and State Social Security payments in

FY 1979 and dividing by the FTE pupil count. This per pupil cost is then guaranteed to the subdivisions in

future years., In addition to the minimum guarantee, there is $45,398,715 to distribute among the
subdivisions; that is, $127 per pupil is distributed at 45% State share (thus providing for sharper equalization
of this additional funding). Funds for compensatory education are distributed in an equalized manner based

on the number of disadvantaged children in a subdivision as defined by the 1970 census. The dollar amount distributed

“corresponds roughly to the amount of compensatory funds which would be distributed under the existing system to
Baltimore City ($13,510,300). Total amount which would have been distributed under the present system includes
funds for Current Expense, Social Security and Compensatory Education.



EXUIBIT C-VI-2

1984 Distribution of State Aid Using a Minimum Guarantee and Equalizing Compensatory Education Payments

Total Funds
Which Would

Minimum Additional Compensatory Total Have Been

Local Unit Guarantee Equalization Education Payments Included Difference
Total State 331,498,836 238,987,945 17,562,492 588,049,273 373,547,202 214,502,071
Allegany 6,961,386 6,244,713 494,658 13,700,757 7,858,946 5,841,811
Anne Arundel 32,422,964 21,585,365 85,468 54,093,797 33,377,867 20,715,930
Baltimore City 67,870,080 59,882,430 12,419,012 140,171,522 86,769,381 53,402,141
Baltimore 35,776,210 18,168,825 - 53,945,035 37,911,692 16,033,343
Calvert 3,230,864 119,772 86,471 3,437,107 1,956,635 1,480,472
Caroline 2,614,555 2,219,960 242,322 5,076,837 2,758,928 2,317,909
Carroll 10,177,350 8,126,351 - 18,303,701 10,953,033 7,350,668
Cecil 6,749,553 5,891,307 265,889 12,906,749 7,275,839 5,630,910
Charles 10,147,254 9,197,407 307,870 19,652,531 11,465,338 8,187,193
Dorchester 2,559,304 2,037,354 290,786 4,887,444 2,785,110 2,102,334
Frederick 11,476,525 9,428,896 113,520 21,018,941 12,767,374 8,251,567
Garrett 3,012,554 2,598,801 322,327 5,933,682 3,248,569 2,685,113
Harford 17,100,262 14,030,307 201,676 31,332,245 18,478,207 12,854,038
Howard 10,902,576 7,350,332 - 18,252,908 12,614,343 5,638,565
Kent 1,173,886 T47,149 110,441 2,031,476 1,230,932 800,544
Montgomery 25,674,896 6,849,085 - 32,523,981 29,795,036 2,728,945
Prince George's 56,208,198 44,940,101 576,191 101,724,490 64,251,363 37,473,127
Queen Anne's 1,997,100 1,119,401 79,902 3,196,403 1,919,039 1,277,364
St. Mary's 6,637,298 5,146,266 452,968 12,236,532 6,721,718 5,514,814
Somerset 1,939,050 1,621,389 320,749 3,881,188 2,007,865 1,873,323
Talbot 915,002 - 131,633 1,046,635 617,541 429,094
Washington 9,797,678 7,787,703 516,281 18,101,662 10,538,034 7,563,628
Wicomico 5,405,895 3,895,031 436,878 9,737,804 5,619,193 4,118,611
Worcester 748,396 - 107,450 855,846 625,219 230,627 V2

The minimum guarantee was determined by adding together Current Expense and State Social Security payments in

FY 1979 and dividing by the FTE pupil count.
future years.

This per pupil cost is then guaranteed to the subdivisions in

In addition to the minimum guarantee, there is $238,987,945 to distribute among the
subdivisions; that is, $718 per pupil is distributed at 45% State share (thus providing for sharper equalization
Funds for compensatory education are distributed in an equalized manner

of this additional funding).

based on the number of disadvantaged children in a subdivision as defined by the 1970 census.

to be distributed was determined by increasing the 1980 anti

estimated payment in 1984 under the present system would be
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FY 1980 Funding

EXHIBIT C=¥Ii=1

To be
State Received
Local Unit Share Otherwise Difference
Total State 374,782,240 334,279,975 40,502,265
Allegany 8,790,116 7,341,790 1,448,326
Anne Arundel 34,108,967 29,902,521 4,206,446
Baltimore 95,983,303 88,688,922 71,294,381
Baltimore 37,544,633 34,421,794 3,122,839
Calvert 2,769,316 2,314,672 454,644
Caroline 3,152,615 2,558,960 593,655
Carroll 10,009,103 8,682,717 1,326,386
Cecil 7,693,735 6,458,888 1,234,847
Charles 10,317,443 8,748,760 1,568,683
Dorchester 3,146,090 2,550,228 595,862
Frederick 11,519,998 9,941,385 1,578,613
Garrett 3,495,640 2,784,883 710,757
Harford 18,063,190 15,598,804 2,464,386
Howard 9,083,569 8,360,537 723,032
Kent 1,447,169 1,202,810 244,359
Montgomery 22,400,314 22,551,145 (150,831)
Prince George's 64,063,364 56,344,451 7,718,913
Queen Anne's 2,095,876 1,766,376 329,500
St. Mary's 7,268,674 5,967,427 1,301,247
Somerset 2,572,388 1,992,216 580,172
Talbot 864,628 707,155 157,473
Washington 11,493,299 9,676,105 1,817,194
Wicomico 6,490,308 5,371,299 1,119,009
Worcester 408,502 346,130 62,372

/



FY 1984 Funding

To be
State Received
Local Unit Share Otherwise Difference
Total State 591,687,865 373,547,202 218,140,663
Allegany 13,940,260 7,858,946 6,081,314
Anne Arundel 52,872,138 33,377,867 19,494,271
Baltimore City 143,964,692 86,769,381 57,195,311
Baltimore 52,588,186 37,911,692 14,676,494
Calvert 2,457,502 1,956,635 500,867
Caroline 5,089,108 2,758,928 2,330,180
Carroll 18,544,254 10,953,033 7,591,221
Cecil 12,800,511 7,275,839 5,524,672
Charles 20,102,016 11,465,338 8,636,678
Dorchester 4,980,032 2,785,110 2,194,922
Frederick 21,638,483 12,767,374 8,871,109
Garrett 6,136,928 3,248,569 2,888,359
Harford 31,271,245 18,478,207 12,793,038
Howard 18,734,180 12,614,343 6,119,837
Kent 2,047,279 1,230,932 816,347
Montgomery 33,129,873 29,795,036 3,334,837
Prince George’s 103,758,671 64,251,363 39,507,308
Queen Anne’s 3,141,087 1,919,039 1,222,048
St. Mary's 12,029,463 6,721,718 5,307,745
Somerset 3,950,166 2,007,865 1,942,301
Talbot 563,832 617,541 (53,709)
Washington 18,224,705 10,538,034 7,686,671
Wicomico 9,723,254 5,619,193 4,104,061
Worcester - 625,219 (625,219)

EXHIBIT C-VII-2



FY 1980 Funding

To be
State Received
Local Unit Share Otherwise Difference
Total State 419,219,360 377,607,700 41,611,660
Allegany 9,537,746 8,077,596 1,460,150
Anne Arundel 38,048,028 33,696,090 4,351,938
Baltimore City 105,646,559 96,326,878 9,319,681
Baltimore 43,976,844 40,896,247 3,080,597
Calvert 3,351,151 2,682,966 668,185
Caroline 3,418,006 2,777,208 640,798
Carroll 10,718,439 9,524,473 1,193,966
Cecil 8,189,555 6,978,344 1,211,211
Charles 11,036,378 9,560,494 1,475,884
Dorchester 3,474,199 2,836,133 638,066
Frederick 12,375,118 10,973,848 1,401,270
Garrett 3,733,962 3,006,851 727,111
Harford 19,603,165 17,177,746 2,425,419
Howard 10,087,421 9,700,027 387,394
Kent 1,631,687 1,372,763 258,924
Montgomery 28,929,468 29,410,062 (480,594)
Prince George's 70,607,025 63,670,311 6,936,714
Queen Anne’s 2,339,376 1,982,690 356,686
St. Mary's 7,943,172 6,509,030 1,434,142
Somerset 2,786,774 2,147,718 639,056
Talbot 1,176,904 948,815 228,089
Washington 12,564,485 10,700,383 1,864,102
Wicomico 7,196,953 5,985,254 1,211,699
Worcester 846,945 665,773 181,172

EXHIBIT C-VIII-1



FY 1984 Funding

To be
State Received
Local Unit Share Otherwise Difference
Total State 590,106,685 373,547,202 216,559,483
Allegany 13,946,594 7,858,946 6,087,648
Anne Arundel 53,803,540 33,377,867 20,425,673
Baltimore City 146,856,432 86,769,381 60,087,051
Baltimore 52,433,922 37,911,692 14,522,230
Calvert 3,417,000 1,956,635 1,460,365
Caroline 5,200,019 2,758,928 2,441,091
Carroll 18,183,286 10,953,033 7,230,253
Cecil 13,019,349 7,275,839 5,743,510
Charles 19,772,595 11,465,338 8,307,257
Dorchester 5,032,426 2,785,110 2,247,316
Frederick 20,986,082 12,767,374 8,218,708
Garrett 6,095,476 3,248,569 2,846,907
Harford 31,332,707 18,478,207 12,854,500
Howard 17,370,934 12,614,343 4,756,591
Kent 2,080,036 1,230,932 849,104
Montgomery 29,375,665 29,795,036 (419,371)
Prince George's 101,567,832 64,251,363 37,316,469
Queen Anne's 3,214,302 1,919,039 1,295,263
St. Mary's 12,448,748 6,721,718 5,727,030
Somerset 4,051,244 2,007,865 2,043,379
Talbot 915,002 617,541 297,461
Washington 18,319,244 10,538,034 7,781,210
Wicomico 9,935,854 5,619,193 4,316,661
Worcester 748,396 625,219 123,177

EXHIBIT C-VIII-2



EXHIBIT C-VIII

Following are calculations of State aid for FY 1980 and 1984 which
include Current Expense aid, Social Security at 100% for both years,
and compensatory aid for disadvantaged youngsters. This approach to the
distribution of these monies attempts to follow the will of the Commission
as it was expressed at the last meeting:

1. A pupil weighting factor of 1.23 has been applied to compensatory
aid distributions for disadvantaged youngsters. The number of
such pupils in each LEA has been taken from the federal govermment's
estimates for Title I payments. The 1.23 weighting factor was
developed by:

a. using the estimated amount of money for FY 1980 which Baltimore
City would receive as density aid ($13,510,300);

b. dividing this money by the total number of disadvantaged youngsters
in Maryland (116,951); and, - '

equating this answer ($115.52 per child) to the average amount
per child for all pupils in FY 1980.

The 1.23 weighting factor will result in greater funding
‘for compensatory aid. These funds will increase from
$13,510,300 in FY 1980 to $20,548,291 in FY 1984.

Approximately 84.5% of the FY 1980 and 89.0% of the 1984 payments
under this approach are equalized.

A per pupil guarantee, based on FY 1979 payments, assures each
subdivision that no less money per pupil will be paid to them than
was paid to them per pupil for FY 1979. Only a decline in enrollment
will result in less net money being paid to any LEA. In fact, only
one LEA, Montgomery County, would not receive more money than they
would have otherwise gotten under the present payment concept.

In FY 1980 they would receive $480,594 less and in FY 1984 the net
decrease would be $419,371.




State Aid for Current Expense for FY 1984 at $1,254 Per Pupil
(3624 at 55% State Share and $630 at 50% State Share)

EXHIBIT C-IX

To Receive

in 1984

Enroll- Under

ment Enrollment Local State FY 1979
Local Unit Wealth 9/30/82 x $1,254 Share Share Formula Difference
Total State 95,433,225 732,890 919,044,060 437,084,168 481,959,892 276,329,169 205,630,723
Allegany 900,611 12,498 15,672,492 4,124,798 11,547,694 6,453,147 5,094,547
Anne Arundel 9,470,211 70,028 87,815,112 43,373,566 4L4,44] 546 25,496,111 18,945,435
Baltimore City 8,158,254 117,830 147,758,820 37,364,803 110,394,017 61,641,308 48,752,709
Baltimore 16,196,523 93,655 117,443,370 74,180,075 43,263,295 25,588,330 17,674,965
Calvert 1,913,526 8,242 10,335,468 8,763,949 1,571,519 1,075,382 496,137
Caroline 356,188 4,595 5,762,130 1,631,341 4,130,789 2,312,157 1,618,652
Carroll 2,395,220 21,426 26,868,204 10,970,108 15,898,096 9,011,469 6,696,636
Cecil 1,034,071 12,569 15,761,526 4,736,045 11,025,481 6,180,499 4,844,982
Charles 1,475,867 19,038 23,873,652 6,759,471 17,114,181 9,579,361 1,534,800
Dorchester 521,429 5,038 6,317,652 2,388,145 3,929,507 2,219,576 1,706,931
Frederick 2,711,536 24,575 30,817,050 12,418,835 18,396,215 10,421,948 [,976,267
Garrett 531,154 5,861 7,349,694 2,432,685 4,917,009 2,7€4,029 2,173,000
Harford 3,147,158 32,322 41,158,788 14,413,984 26,744,804 15,0€2,%¢3 - 11,c¢te,275
Howard 4,519,030 29,308 36,752,232 0,697,386 16,054,846 9,331,537 06,123,309
Kent 387,057 2,674 3,353,196 1,772,121 1,580,475 912,253 €u3, 022
Montgomery 19,944,022 93,704 117,504,816 91,343,621 26,161,165 16,590,667 9,570,528
Prince George's 13,447,057 119,338 149,649,852 61,587,521 88,062,321 49,935,813 35,126,518
Gueen Anne's 157,323 4,755 5,962,770 3,468,539 2,494,231 1,455,802 1,038,429
St. Mary's 1,176,880 12,134 15,216,036 5,390,110 9,825,926 5,536,179 4,289,747
Somerset 288,337 3,475 4,357,650 1,320,583 3,037,067 1,702,898 1,334,209
Talbot 1,020,783 3,181 4,741,374 4,675,186 66,188 148,803 {b2,615)
Washington 2,018,129 16,363 24,281,202 9,243,031 15,038,171 8,496,779 6,541,392
Wicomico 1,334,145 11,055 13,862,970 6,110,384 71,152,586 4,412,661 3,339,925
Worcester 1,728,664 £,126 6,428,004 7,917,281 (1,489,277) - -

Note:

Does not include Social Security.



FY 1980 at $739 Per Pupil to Distribute $405,297,853
Current Expense Plus Social Security

EXHIBIT C-X-1

—_— — —— ]
Per Pupil
Adjusted Bases Plus
Per Pupil Back to 207. of To Receive
FY 1979 Base Times Pupils X $739 X Difference Under
Per Pupil FY 1980 Factor X Enrollment  Between Ad- Present

Local Unit _Base* Enrollment $739 (.89203786) justed & Base System Difference
Total State 367,187,929 359,820,835 658,257,848 587,190,921 405,297,853 364,097,400 41,200,453
Allegany 557 7,908,843 16,547,557 14,761,047 9,279,284 8,077,596 1,201,688
Anne Arundel 463 33,677,231 55,257,717 49,291.976 36,800,180 33,696,090 3,104,090
Baltimore City 576 81,376,128 177,069,934 157,953,085 96,691,519 82,816,578 13,874,941
Baltimore 382 40,812,116 62,215,186 55,498,301 43,749,353 40,896,247 2,853,106
Ccalvert 392 2,887,472 4,256,797 3,797,224 3,069,422 2,682,966 386,456
Caroline 569 2,760,219 6,076,387 5,420,367 3,292,249 2,777,208 515,041
Carroll 475 9,421,150 16,811,953 14,996,899 10,536,300 9,524,473 - 1,011,827
Cecil 537 6,898,839 14,345,333 12,796,580 8,078,387 6,978,344 1,100,043
Charles 533 9,356,282 18,939,713 16,894,941 10,864,014 9,560,494 1,303,520
Dorchester 508 2,802,128 5,042,413 4,498,023 3,141,307 2,836,133 305,174
Frederick 467 10,791,903 18,973,159 16,924,776 12,018,478 10,973,848 1,044,630
Garrett 514 2,970,406 5,889,269 5,253,451 3,427,015 3,006,851 420,164
Harford 521 16,996,062 32,014,970 28,558,565 19,308,563 17,177,746 2,130,817
Howard 372 9,484,512 15,205,126 13,563,548 10,300,319 9,700,027 600, 292
Kent 439 1,361,339 2,181,640 1,946,105 1,478,292 1,372,763 105,529
Montgomery 274 28,929,468 48,063,460 42,874,426 31,718,460 29,410,062 2,308,398
Prince George's 471 62,301,054 105,081,772 93,736,919 68,591,227 63,670,311 4,920,916
Queen Anne's 420 2,008,860 3,227,124 2,878,717 2,182,831 1,982,690 200,141
St. Mary's 547 6,518,599 13,025,055 11,618,842 7,538,648 6,509,030 1,029,618
Somerset 558 2,141,046 4,653,126 4,150,765 2,542,990 2,147,718 395,272
Talbot 242 1,022,692 1,776,995 1,585,147 1,135,183 948,815 186,368
Washington 506 10,597,158 19,222,281 17,147,002 11,907,127 10,700,383 1,206,744
Wicomico 489 5,967,756 10,281,382 9,171,382 6,608,481 5,985,254 623,227
Worcester 146 829,572 2,099,499 1,872,833 1,038,224 665,773 372,451

* (FY 1979 Current Expense + FY 1979 Social Security) < FY 1979 Enrollment



E FY 1980 at $739 Per Pupil to Distribute $405,297,853

Current Expense Plus Social Security

EXHIBIT C-X-1la

Wealth
Local Per

Local Unit Wealth Pupil Pupils Factor
Total State 57,942,078 72,922 794,575

Allegany 656,610 46,243 14,199 1.577
Anne Arundel 5,158,789 70,924 72,737 1.028
Baltimore City 6,074,927 43,000 141,278 1.696
Baltimore 9,891,547 92,585 106,838 .788
Calvert 686,515 93,201 7,366 .782
Caroline 208,687 43,019 4,851 1.695
Carroll 1,261,307 63,593 19,834 1.147
Cecil 619,830 48,247 12,847 1.511
Charles 876,597 49,937 17,554 1.460
Dorchester 325,294 58,973 5,516 1.237
Frederick 1,516,292 65,615 23,109 1.111
Garrett 305,491 52,862 5,779 1.379
Harford 1,790,662 54,891 32,622 1.328
Howard 2,302,662 90,315 25,496 .807
Kent 237,641 76,634 3,101 .952
Montgomery 12,495,324 118,347 105,582 .616
Prince George's 8,973,846 67,843 132,274 1.075
Queen Anne's 381,872 79,839 4,783 .913
St. Mary's 587,466 49,296 11,917 1.479
Somerset 170,480 44,431 3,837 1.641
Talbot 541,771 128,199 4,226 569
Washington 1,229,466 58,705 20,943 1.242
Wicomico 780,567 63,960 12,204 1.140
Worcester 868,435 145,800 5,682 .500




FY 198} at $1,550 Per Pupil

State Share is 50%

Current Expense Plus Social Security Combined

BXUIBLT ‘€-X-2

Local Unit

Local
Wealth

Weal th
Per
Pupil

Pupils

Initial

Factors Distribution

(.864531943)
Adjusted

by
Correct
Amount

Would
Have
Received

Anyway

Difference

Total State

Alegany
Anne Arundel

Baltimore City
Bal timore
Calvert

Caroline
Carroll
Cecil
Charles
Dorchester

Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard
KEent

Montgomery
Prince George's
Queen Anne's
St. Mary's
Somerset

Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

95,433,225

900,611
9,470,211
8,158,25)

16,196,523
1,913,526

356,188
2,395,220
1,034,071
1,475,867

521,429

2,711,536
531,154
3,147,158
L,519,080
387,057

19,944,022
13,447,057
757,323
1,176,880
288,337

1,020,783
2,018,129
1,33L,145
1,728,664

130,215

72,060
135,235
69,237
172,938
232,168

77,516
111,790
82,272
17,522
103,499

110,337
90,625
95,886

154,193

1LL,148

212,841
112,680
159,269
96,990
82,975

269,977
101,226
120,682

337,23

732,890

12,498
70,028
117,830
93,655
8,212

4,595
21,1426
12,569
19,038

5,038

2,575
5,861
32,822
29, 308
2,674

93,704
119,338
4,755
12,13L
3,L75

3,781
19,363
11,055

5,126

657,348,530

17,531,569
52,100,832
171,678,310
54,436,969
3,571,028

5,982,690
19,261,974
15,390,741
21,787,476

14,919,607

22,473,838
6,540,876
34,594, 388
19,079,508
1,865,115

45,02k, 772
107,281,862
3,021,803
12,601,159
L, 228,206

1,406,532
18,757,906
9,253,035
1,549,33h

568, 298,801

15,156,601
15,042,834
148,421,383
47,062,499
3,092,455

5,172,227
16,652,592
13,305,787
21,429,565

L,253,157

19,429,351
5,651,796
29,907,953
16,4914, 8L}
1,612,451

38,925, 35
92,751,190
2,612,445
10,894,104
3,655,119

1,215,992
16,216,809
7,999,5LL
1,339,419

362,298, 802

7,858,946
33,317,867
75,520,981
37,911,692

1,956,635

2,758,928
10,953,033
7,275,839
11,465,338
2,785,110

12,767,374
3,218,569
18,478, 207
12,614,343
1,230,932

29,795,036
6l,251,363
1,919,039
6,721,718
2,007,865

617,511
10,538,034
5,619,193
625,219

205,999,999

7,297,655
11,664,967
72,900,402

9,150,807

1,135,820

2,113,299
5,699,559
6,029,948
9,96l,227
1,468,047

6,661,977
2,106,227
11,429,746
3,880,501
381,519

9,130,318
28,499,827
693,406
k4,172,386
1,647,554

598,451
5,678,775
2,380,351

714,230

Revised 10/26/78
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FY 1980 Current Expense Plus Social Security
$20 Million Added

EXHIBIT C-XI-1

TABLE 111
Per Pupil
Base
Adjust Plus
FY Per Back 20% of To

1979 Pupil to Difference Recelve

Per Base x Pupils x $606 x Be tween Under

Pupil FY 1980 Factor x ‘Enrollment Ad junted Present
Local Unit Base Enrollment $606 (.89203787) and Base System Difference
Total State 359,820,835 539,789,248 481,509,775 384,158,622 364,097,400 20,061,222
Allegany 557 7,908,843 Hw.mmwnrrm 12,104,459 8,747,966 8,077,596 670, 370
Anne Arundel L63 33,677,231 15,312,823  Lo,420,754 35,025,936 33,696,090  1,329,8L6
Bal timore City 576 81,376,128 145,202,138 129,525,806 91,006,064 82,816,578 8,189, 4,86
Bal timore 382 L0,812,116 51,018,136 45,510,109 k1,751,715 40,896,247 855, 468
Calvert 392 2,887,472 3,490,688 3,113,826 2,932,743 2,682,966 249,777
Caroline mmw N.qmoanw r.me.mON r.rrr.mrm 3,097,145 2,777,208 319,937
Carroll rdm W.rMH.Hmo Hu.dmmnmmm HN.MwQ.mmN w.wwm.rwm w.mmr.rdu :NM.OHW
Cecil 537 6,898,839 11,763,561 10,493, 5442 7,617,780 6,978, 31l 639,436
Charles 533 9,356,282 15,531,077 13,85, 309 10,255,887 9,560, L9 695,393
Dorcheater 508 2,802,128 4,134,915 3,685,825 2,978,867 2,836,133 142,734
Frederick L467 10,791,903 15,558,504 13,878,775 11,409,277 10,973,848 435,429
Garrett 514 2,970,406 L, 829,360 ls, 307,972 3,237,919 3,006,851 231,068
Harford 521 16,996,062 26,253,142 23,118,797 18,280,609 17,177,746 1,102,863
Howard 372 9,484,512 12,468,615 11,122,477 9,812,105 9,700,027 112,078
Kent ruw H.umw.uuw H.NQW.OOU H.mwm.mmw H-rom.mrw H.uﬂm.ﬂmu um.rmo
Montgomery 274 28,929,468 39,113,338 35,158,190 30,175,212 29,410,062 765,150
Prince George's L71 62,301,054 86,169,897 76,866,811 65,214,205 63,670,311 1,543,894
Queen Anne's L20 2,008,860 2,646,329 2,360,626 2,079,213 1,982,690 96,523
St. Mary's sh7 6,518,599 10,680,897 9,527,765 7,120,432 6,509,030 611, 4,02
Somerset 558 2,141,046 u.mHm.mmw 3,403,739 2,393,585 M.HPN.NH@ Nrm.mmﬁ
Talbot 242 1,022,692 1,457,184 1,299,863 1,078,126 918,815 129,311
Washington 506 10,597,158 15,762,791 14,061,007 11,289,928 10,700, 383 589,545
Wicomico 4,89 m.wmqndmm m.ruH.QHH Q.WNO.QOH m.mqm.umH m.wmm.mmr 293,107
Worcester 146 829,572 1,721,646 1,535,713 970,812 665,713 305,039




FY 198l at $631 Per Pupil to Distribute $462,298,802
Current Expense Plus Social Security

$100 Million Added

EXHIBIT C-XI-2

Pupils x (.B6377258)
Factor Adjusted Would
Wealth x $631 by Have
Local Per Initial Correct Received
Local Unit Wealth Pupil Pupils Factors Distribution Amount Anyway Di fference
Total State 95,433,225 130,215 732,890 535,208,930 462,298,802 362,298,802 100,000,000
Allegany 900,611 72,060 12,498 1.81 1k,274,091 12,329,569 7,858,946 L, 470,623
Anne Arundel w-rﬁoquH me.mwm 70,028 .96 tmqrmqumH wm-mr%-wﬂm 33,377,867 wqmqumom
Baltimore City 8,158, 254 69,237 117,830 1.88 139,779,372 120,737,590 75,520,981 45,216,609
Baltimore 16,196,523 172,938 93,655 15 Ly, 322,229 38,284,326 37,911,692 372,634
Calvert 1,913,526 232,168 8,242 .56 2,912,393 2,515,6L5 1,956,635 559,010
Carcline 356,188 77,516 4,595 1.68 L,871,068 r~N0ﬁ.rwm 2,758,928 qurm.mmﬂ
Carroll 2,395,220 111,790 21,426 1.16 15,682,975 13,5L6,524 10,953,033 2,593,491
Cecil 1,034,071 82,272 12,569 1.58 12,531,042 10,823,971 7,275,839 3,548,132
Charles 1,475,867 77,522 19,038 1.68 20,181,803 17,432,488 11,465,338 5,967,150
Dorchester 521,429 103,499 5,038 1.26 4,005,512 3,459,851 2,785,110 67h, 701
Frederick MnﬂHquwm 110, 337 24,575 1.18 18,298,054 Hm.momqwmﬁ 12,767,374 3,037,983
Garrett 531,154 90,625 5,861 1.4, 5,325,539 rquoqomm 3,248,569 H.MMqumm
Harford 3,147,158 95,886 32,822 1.36 28,166,528 2L, 329,475 18,478,207 5,851,268
Howard r~MHw.OmO Hmr.www 29, 308 84 qumqurHM quer.wa Hm.erqwrw mow.mmm
Kent 387,057  1LL,748 2,674 .90 1,518,565 1,311,695 1,230,932 80,763
Montgomery HW-W#&-OMM MqumrH. wwqﬁor .62 wm-mmmqmﬁw wH.mmrqum quﬂwm.owm ququmww
Prince George's 13,447,057 112,680 119,338 1.16 87, 350,642 15,451,090 6L4,251,363 11,199,727
Queen Anne's 757,323 159,269 4,755 .82 2,460,332 2,125,167 1,919,039 206,128
8t. Mary's 1,176,880 96,990 12,134 1.34 10,259,782 8,862,118 6,721,718 2,140,400
Somerset Nmmquﬁ 82,975 w-rﬁm 1.57 w-:tm-mﬂm M.Wﬁw.mom N-OOﬁnmmm wmm.ﬁro
Talbot 1,020,783 269,977 3,761 .48 1,145,189 989,183 617,541 371,642
Washington 2,018,129 104,226 19,363 1.25 15,272,566 13,192,024 10,538,034 2,653,990
Wicomico 1,334,145 120,682 11,055 1.08 7,533,761 6,507,456 5,619,193 868,263
- Worcester 1,728,664 337,234 5,126 .39 1,261,457 1,089,612 625,219 46k, 393

Revised 10/26/78




EXHIBIT C-XII-1

; . . |
g TE EDUCATION AID PROPOSAL . .
j T0 DISTRIRUTE 7T TH ADOITIONAL AlID  ° JANLE 3 _
] . g
! +
i ) (2) (3) Btbre Shere . (M) Totel AlS
g 9730776  Enrolliment Totel Programs Overburden Adjusted Local Shire Stete Shere .vuv Unad}. Guerenfoe Per Uned) !
SCHOOL SYSTEM  Enrol Iment Index (1)x(2)x876 Totel Veslth lndsx Vaalth (4x$) (.00074x6} _ (3-7) Pupll ~. Per Pupil Pupl | .
Allegeny i5,638 1.220 $ 1,049,928 $ 656,610 V.22 $ 801,068 3 $952,787 ¢ B57,1M $54 167
: knne Arundel 17,043 1.209 7,079,552 5,158,789 .96 4,952,437 3,664,803 3,814,749 (1] st 629
telticors City 159,038 1.229 14,654,732 . 6,074,927 T3 2,794,066 2,067,908 12,786,828 fo 69 770
! teltisore 1k, Bhk 1.164 10,503,384 *9,891,547 .93 9,792,631 7,026,506 3,266,838 27 A$ Lo
Celvert 7.3 1.254 689,548 £86,515 1.02 760,245 518,181 171,367 1) $ st ;
Cerollne 5,154 1.29) 506,464 208,687 1.16 242,076 179,136+ 327,328 63 7! m ]
Cerrol 15,829 . 1,248 1,880,696 1,261,307 .97 1,223,067 905,365 975,331 1) 1) 9
Cecll . 13,310 1.240 1,254,304 619,830 1.20 743,796 550,409 703,885 -, §2 (1] 15 !
Cherles 17,357 1.261 1,663,812 876,597 .3 1,188,342 849,773 813,639 113 78 803
Lorchester L,02 1.308 599,564 325,298 1.20 390,352 208,860 310,704 sl 4] ne
Frederich 21,958 ° 1.228 2,142,592 1,516,292 1.14 1,728,572 1,i79,183 863,049 ? ¢ 670
Carrett §. 844 1,348 - 597,360 305,491 .90 274,901 202,456 393,904 7 75 824
Herford 31,958 1.215 3,135,380 1,790,662 1.20 2,148,794, 1,590,107 1,545,273 AS 11 (1] ,
Homerd 1h,657 1.8 2,276,808 2,302,662 1.08 2,509,901 1,887,326 N19,482 17 56 €20 :
: rent .3,k 1.236 323,456 237,651 1.1 263,781 185,197 128,259 » 64 626
rcntgorery 117,610 1.178 10,531,168 12,495,324 1.04 12,595,136 9,616,400 914,768 ? T 302
Prince Ceorga’s 1hk 747 1.208 13,299,924 8,973,846 .94 8,435,018 6,242,207 7,057,217 1] 590 €8
Queen Anne's W EEk 1.300 482,904 381,872 1.13 431,518 319,321 163,58) 33 (313 658
St. Hery's 1,159 1.305 i 1,205,892 587,466 1.16 . 681,460 sok,280 701,612 57 760 ey
Somerset L1 1 1.290 420,128 170,480 1.28 218,214 161,478 258,650 60 638 758
Teltot b, 500 .27 = 436,696 ° skl 770 1.23 666,378 493,119 - - w.u 30
“eshington 21,30k 1.226 2,079,056 1,229,466 1.0 1,598,305 1,182,745 836,311 11 | 6,
Vicomico 13,31} 1.237 1,251,568 780,567 1.1 866,429 651,157 s10,M11 AS ¢ " 667 -
Worcester &, 101 1.25) 590, Abk 868,438 1.0% 894 488 661,921 =L % T 218 96
. STATE TOTAL B&D,173 - nNu_uo...Mo .mmu_u..n._omu - $56,502,208 ShLYLEL S12.500.238 - - - !
(1) See index Retlonsle Atteched ° )
E (2) Incex To Adjuat Waalth: . .
3 (County Ed, Exp. § ANl Exp.) § (A1) County Ed. Exp. i All County Totsl Exp.) .
(3) Wil) Not Agres im Totel Due To Talbot And Worcester Negstive . . _
, (V) Current Program Lavel In 1980 ¢ 3/30/76 Enrollment
C7 Tasave : . n-l !

e —— - . . - & e - e S



S$CHOOL SYSTEM

Allagany
Anne Arynde)
balelmara Clty
slelmore 0
calwarty
Caraling
Carrall
Cacll
Charl
Borchastar
Fraderlck
Carratl .
harford
Homsird
Eani
han { gomary
Frince Cuorga's
Jusan Anna’s
St. mary"s

. Someriat

. Talkat
Vashingron
Yicomlca
Varcastar

STATE TOTAL

0 DISTAIBUTE APPROXTMATILY $40 Wi

LLION IN ADDITIONAL AID

EXHIBIT C-XII-2

) o) (2) State shatd , (3 *o.o_ Ald
4/30/76 Enro) Iment Total Prograns Total Local Shara Stata Share Par Unad)i Cuarantaa Par Unadj.
Enrol Iment Indan (1)x(2)x376 Maalth  (.00063xCol.4) . __{1-$) Pupll Par Pupll Pupll
15,638 1.220 $ ), 0k8 0 $ 656,600 ¢ As),060 $ 996,868 N $63 . $675 $738
17,049 1.209 7.07%,552 5,158,189 1,559,564 3,519,906 AS 565 630
159,038 1.229 14,854,702 §,074,927 4,191,699 10,663,033 62 690 752
118,844 1.16% 10,513, 38% 9,891,547 €,825,167 3,688,217 b1 AS) (11}
7,236 1,254 3,548 6CC, 518 423,695 *215,85) . 29 558 587
5,154 1.29) S06, Ak 208,687 143,994 362,470 LS T 748 (11 ]
19,829 1.248 1,880,696 1,207,307 870,301 1,010,398 so 64) . 693
13,310 1.2%0 1,25k, 304 619,830 427,682, 626,622 62 683 748
12,357 1.261 1, E6) ki 876,597 60k 851 1,058,561 €0 157 817
6,032 1.308 599, 564 325,294 224,452 378,112 62 667 729
22,958 1.228 2,1h2, 5592 1,506,292 - 1,046,240 1,096,351 N7 633 ¢80
5,844 1,348 597,360 305,491 210,708 386,572 66 187 82)
- 3),955 1.21§ 3, 135,00 1,790,662 1,235,556 1,899,824 a 5§ (113 701
24,657 1.21§ 2,176 0ol 2,302,662 1,588,836 687,971 27 $6) 590
3,404 1.23¢6 323,456 237,681 163,972 159,484 &6 B 1% ] 695
117,630 1.178 10,530, 1L8 12,895,320 8,621,77) 1,909,395 16 378 m
144,747 1.209 13,199,914 8,973,846 6,191,95) 7,107,970 ] 590 €)9
4,884 1.300 §B1, 904 381,872 263,491 219,4) (1] 6125 [13]
12,159 1.308 1,105,002 587,466 oS, 351 800,541 65 7€0 218
§,286 1.290 k1o, 128 170,480 172,60 302,497 70 698 7¢€8
4,500 1.217 L6, 696 A sk, N 373,820 - 62,875 1) 3to0 32)
22,314 1.226 2,079,056 1,229,466 848,31 1,230,725 11 (%) 676
13,313 1.2)7 1,251,560 780,567 538,59 Nnam s) 622 675
6,200 1.25) 590, AAk - 868,438 599,220 - Ls3 276 276
:o.uNn - mNu_u:_nao «S.u.u_ou- uuu_u-o_ouo uuu_uuu.u: i = 3 -

" (1) Sae Indax Ratlonale Attached

y (2

Wi} Net Agraa In Total Due To Worcaster Negative

(3) Current Program teval In 1980 ¢ 9/30/76 Enro) Iment

TJS1ve

! 0fflca of Finance - 871773
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EXHIBIT C-XII-3

. @ s car @ 0e o a ces. e - .

INCLUOES OVEAPUAD v - ~

. 1)) (2)- {3) $tate Shere (8) Totel.Ald !
9/30/76 Enroliment TYotel Pro,rams Overburden :*e-..s Local Shere State Shere ef Uned), n:-qo;—-. Per Unsd) |
:HOOL SYSTEM Enrol Iment Inden {1)x(2)x§26 Jotel Veelth Index th{bx8) (.0006826) ° {3-71 Pupli Per Pupli Pupll .
o H 1 ]
Allagany 15,618 1.276 $ 1,516,510 $ 656,610 122§ Bol,06h $ SAA,023 8 971,707 162 $67% 1 g
Anns Arunde) 77,0k 1.212 7,097,137 5,158,789 .96 A,952,037 3,367,657 3,718, h0 1] [1)3 633
baluiwars Clty 155,038 1.220 14,746,003 6,074,927 RT3 2,794,066 1,900,236 8o 630 70 '
| baltieors 118, Bhk 1.169 10,522,447 - 9,891,547 99 9,792,631 6,658,989 - Tl AS Ags
I Calvary 7,036 . ).326 730,315 686,515 1.0 ‘700,248 476,166 35’ 5 593
' tarslims - 5,15k 1.334 522,533 208,687 1.16 242,076 148,601 b9 7 1
" Carrell 15,829 1.262 1,909,374 .97 1,223,067 831,957 11} 11} (1]
Ceell 13,310 1.259 1,273,554 -, 1.20 743,796 505,780 57 68 740
Charlan 17,357 1.29% 1,706,956 1.31 1,188,302 780,47 $ 75 8o
bareh r . k,012 1.330 609,714 390,152 265,439 s 1] 724
Fraderick 12,958 1.269 2,214,160 . 4,728,572 . 1,175,028 1] 63 678
Carreit 5, Bkk 1.572 698,194 274,941 186,959 87 782 (21}
Harford 3,958 .21 v 3,025,082 ° 1.20 2,148,794 1,060,079 ks 64 (113
hamard 24,657 1.223 2,291,818 1.09 2,509,901 1,708,732 23 [13) s8¢
hant bk 1.306 3,83 1.0 263,781 179, 1} (11 (31
rerigorery 117,630 1,146 .10,245, 102 12,495,324 1.04 12,995,136 8,836,692 " 378 b1{3
Fringe Cearge's 144 747 1.188 8,973,816 .94 ..P_&m..._m 5,736,082 81 (11 (1]
duaen Anna's b EBA 1.316 381,872 1.1} 430,508 293,430 39 623 (31]
S1. Mary's 11,159 1.285 S67,8¢6  1.16 681,460 A63,392 (1) 760 1] )
Sorerset b 286 1.307 170,480 1.28 218,214 148,385 177,151 1) (31} 762
Taleor b, 500 1.321 a sh 7 1.2} 666,378 453,137 - 3 = 38 3t0
Vashlngton 21,316 1.278 1,228,466 1.30 1,598,305  1,086,8y7 1,680, 0E7 1] 62 669
. Wicomlco 13,313 1.239 1,253,608 780,567 1.1 266,029 589,170 T A 62 6
o voreestar 6,201 1.308 615,015 868,835 * 1.0) 894,488 $08,251 £, 264 l.m 226 212
STATE TOTAL §60,379 - 15,038 357,942,078 - $56,502,205 $38,A21,487 $40,898,90¢ - - Rl
i (1) See Index Retlonsle Attached q g A .
i (2) Index to Adjust Wealth:
(County Ed. Exp. & All Exp.) ¢ (All County Ed. Exp. - All County Total Exp.) . g .
(3) Vi) Mot Agree On Total Dus Yo Talbot Negetive ] 5 : .
{4) current Program Level In 1980 § 9/30/7¢ Carellment .
. . - 15 ] x-s
! TJS:ve e s e,

——



EXHIBIT C-XII-4

. & 3 3 STATE TOUCATION A1O PROPOSAL TR
G ....qo “DISTRIBUTE APPROXIRATILY OH - [W. ADDITIOMAL AID « g
. d T TRRANTT <
LB OVERTURSER KIGTRLRY . : __
) ¥ ’ tr  $tete Share ! (2) Totel Al4 .
9/30/16 Enrol Iment Total Programs . Locel Share Stete Shité Per Unad). Guarentee Per Uned). i
$SHOOL SYSTEM . Enrol Imant Index {(1)n(2)x8726 Total Vealth {.00070xCol . A) (3-9) s . Pupll Per Pupll Pupll X
Allegany 15,638 1.226 * 81,516,510 § 656,600 . 0§ Ass.627 8 _.an..u‘ 67 o $67s $742
Anne Arundel : . 77,049 1.212 7,097,137 5,158,789 3,601,182 3,485,988 S (111 630
beltlrore Clty 159,038 1.220 14,746,003 6,074,927 4,262,008 10,493,888 | 65 " 690 75%
‘sitimors 118,844 1.168 10,522,447 9,891,547 6,924,082 3,598,356 % 30 113} 483
-elvery 7,236 1.328 730,318 686,515 480,560 249, w 3 ss8 §52
Ceroline . 5,154 1.334 522,533 208,687 146,080 376, 13 788 821
Cerroll 19,629 1.267 1,909,374 1,261,307 882,914 1,026, .: 51 11} 694
Cecll . 13,310 1.259 1,273,554 619,830 Ay, Su :w (3] 68) 746
Cherles - 17,357 1.29% © 1,706,956 876,597 613,617 1,093,339 62 1517 819 .
vorchester : . 6,032 1.3% 609,714 325,294 382,009 63 667 730
Frederich : 22,958 1,269 2,214,161 1,516,291 1,152,157 50 633 113}
Gerrett 5,844 1.572 698,194 305,491 ‘Asd I51 & 82 187 (31)
Herford 33,955 .21 3,125,082 1,790,662 . ..3_..._. 1 $S . . 6&¢ 701
howard i 24,657 1.223 2,291,018 2,302,662 . 679,358 3} 563 50
Kent 3,044 1.306 341,837 237,60 175,489 $0 649 €59
hontgome ry 117,630 1,146 10,245,102 12,495, 324 1,498,306 12 375 113
Prince Ceorge's 184,747 1.198 13,178,924 8,973,84¢ 6,897,131 Y] 590 637
Jdueen Anne's 4,884 .36 488,478 38,802 221,168 Y ($1 670
St. mery's 12,159 1,285 1,182,047 587,866 776,321 63 760 133 N
Somerset 4,286 1.307 825,736 . 170,480 - 119,336 306, m. Nn 698 769
Telbot 4,500 1.320 451,782 shl, N 379,139 72, w I3 3o 3¢6
Vashlngton 22,314 1.278 | 2,167,314 1,229,466 860,62€ 1,306,648 58 621 69
Wicoalco . 13,313 1.2)9 1,253,605 780,567 546,396 707,109 5) 612 6)s .
Vorcester 6,201 1.30 615,018 BE8 A)S M 111 A 176 m
STATE TOTAL 860,373 - $79,313,038 §57,342 078 jho 559 k3 $38.739 484 - - -

(1) See Index Ratlonsle Attached

(2) Current Prograa Level In 1380 ¢ 9/30/7¢ n.:.o__!o:-
TiSave i : . .
office of Finance = 8/1/78 4 3 . . :
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EXHIBIT C-XIII-1
$1,200 PER PUPIL FOUNDATION PROGRAM FOR FY'80 \ u
. STATE SHARE 50% LOCAL SHARE 50%
1 3 4 . 6 7 8

Weighted " | y a1th for deuw . Local Share |State Share [Present $690 |Difference | Difference
Loeal olate msﬂowpsmum FY'80 (000) pouncation | sox Lcr= 50% Program FY'80|Between Between .

o\uo 78 Taatan .922% State Share |Proposed and w«cwmmMu m:m

t
- (g e State wﬂmum
; :

Total State 890,144 57,942,078 $1,068,172,800 |$534,086,400]$534,086,400] $298,919,120 $235,167,280 [$228,900,758
Allegany 15,685 656,610 18,822,331 6,053,944 12,768,387 6,973,887 5,794,500° 5,674,128
Anne Arundel 79,226 5,158,789 95,071,108 47,564,035 47,507,074 28,005,737 19,501,337 18,878,903
Baltimore City 173,147 6,074,927 205,375,924 56,010,827} 149,365,097 71,359,634 78,005,463 75,461,966
Baltimore 117,818 9,891,547 141,381,205 91,200,063 50,181,142 31,184,568 18,996,574 17,452,552
Calvert 8,37] 685,515 10,047,189 6,329,668 3,717,520 2,130,526 1,586,995 1,416,420
Caroline 5,466 208,687 6,559,599 1,924,094 4,635,505 2,449,836 2,185,669 2,151,984
Carroll 21,383 1,261,307 25,659,962 11,629, 251 14,030,712 8,261,840 5,768,872 5,950,997
Cecil 14, oou 619,830 16,911,885 5,714,833 11,197,052 6,199,161 4,997,891 4,999,437
Charles wo.oau 876,597 23,930,989 8,082,224 15,848,765 8,342,893 7,505,872 7,809,818
Dorchester 6,057 325,294 7,267,919 2,999,211 4,268,708] 2,407,276 H.mmngauwwv 1,813,799
Frederick 25,344 1,516,292 30,412,605 13,980,212 wm.oun.uoug 9,425,154 7,007,239 7,251,644
Garrett 6,499 305,491 7,798,362 2,816,627 4,981,735 2,673,899 2,307,836 2,332,403
Harford 35,741 1,790,662 42,889,306 16,509,904 26,379,402 14,809,333 11,570,069 11,643,277
Howard 27,543 2,302,662 33,051,341) 21,230,544f 11,820,797 7,690,793 4,130,004 4,499,021
Kent 3,564 237,641 4,279,566 2,191,050 2,088,516 1,117,834 970,682 914,232
Montgomery 114,504 12,495,324 137,406,893| 115,206,887 22,200,006 19,121,687 3,078,319 2,364,458
Prince omOHmm.m 145,139 8,973,846 174,166,400 82,738,860 91,427,540 52,681,522 38,746,018 38,112,681
Queen Anne's 5,278 381,872 6,333,183 3,520,860 2,812,323 1,658,220 1,154,103 1,107,456
St. Mary's 13,776 587,466 16,531,763 5,416,437 11,115,327 5,696,626 5,418,701 5,388,21
Somerset 4,455 170,480 5,345,460 1,571,826] 3,773,634 1,914,466 | 1,859,168 1,804,444
Talbort 4,772 541,771 5,726,423 4,995,129 731,294 586,325 144,969 30,297
Washington 23, 869 1,229,466 28,642,956 11,335,677 17,307,279 9,163,966 8,143,313 7,974,356
Wicomico Hu mo» 780,567 16,204,880 7,196,828 9, oom oun. 5,064,322 3,943,730 3,771,693
Worcester m.bme 868,435 1,.80,658 t,006,971] (- 226,30 ) 186,310 | (- 412,612)| (- 618,463)
1. Table C, Coplumn 6. .
2. From MSDE mmvonn to Goygrnor's Commission on July 21, 1978.

3. Column 1 myltiplied by’ $1,200.

4, Wealth Ano*:ss 2) a:*nﬁvwwmu by Local Contribution Rate of .922%, which is percentage required of LEAs to make up total
local sharg.

5. Column 3 szcm Cojumn 4§,

6. Present mo::amnwoa of §624 at 55% State Share, and $66 at 50% State mrmnm. is projected using MSDE enrollment
projectiong (Table € Ldlumn 1) and MSDE Wealth vnoumnn»csm (Table D Column 2),

7. Column 5 wjnus Column-§, , .
8. Column 5 m ::m @ao::n wnnmw<on by each LEA for Foundation Program in FY’79.




$1,694 PER PUPIL FOUNDATION PROGRAM FOR FY'84

STATE SHARE 50X

LOCAL SIIARE 50%:

EXHIBIT C-XIII-2

] 2 3 4 L)
Weighted Wealth Total Program Local Share State Share
Local Unit m:nowwanzm (000) $1,694 Times 50X LCR= ,7292 50%
9/3Q/82 #: Weighted msnoww.
ol ﬂ_-

Total State mww.MNM - 95,433,225 $1,391,744, Wc $695,872,300 mmwm-mun.uoo
Allegany Hu.mua 900,611 23,468,207 6,565,454 16,902,753
Anne Arundel 76,107 9,470,211 128,925,302 69,037,838 59,887,464
Balcimure City | 143,721 8,158,254 243,462,719 59,473,672 183,989,048
Baltimore 103,718 16,196,523 175,697,485 118,072,653 57,624,832
Calvert 9,270 . 1,913,526 15,703,243 13,949,605 1,753,639
Caroline . 5,173 356,188. 8,763,348 2,596,611 6,166,738
Carroll nw.moﬁ 2,395,220 38,777,288 17,461,154 21,316,134
Cecil 13,742 1,034,071 23,279,450 7,538,378 15,741,073
Charles 21,462 1,475,867 36,355,786 10,759,070 25,596,716
Dorchester 5,537 521,429 9,380,498 3,801,217 5,579,281
Frederick 26, u*u 2,711,536 45,255,395 19,767,097 25,488,297
Garrett 6,559 531,154 11,103,942 3,872,113 7,231,829
Harford 35,790 3,147,158 60,627,895 22,942,782 37,685,113
Howard 31,289 4,519,080 53,003,973 32,944,093 20,059,879 -
Kent u.wow 387,057 5,252,423 2,821,646 2,430,778
Montgomery 101,982 19,944,022 172,757,884 145,391,920 27,365,963
Prince George's| 131,147 13,447,057 222,162,452 98,029,045 124,133,407
Queen Anne’s 5,227 757,323 8,855,304 5,520,885 3,334,420
St. Mary's 13,944 1,176,880 23,621,249 8,579,455 15,041,794
Somerset 4,043 288,337 6,848,538 2,101,977 . 4,746,561
Talbot 4,283 1,020,783 7,255,159 7,441,508 (- 186,349)
Washington 22,071 2,018,129 37,388,840 14,712,160 22,676,680
Wicomico 11,055 1,334,145 20,756,528 9,725,917 11,030,611
Worcester Sk moo 1,728,664 9,926,807 12,601,961 (- 2,675,154)

1. Enrollment m«ohmnn%o:m 1mnmm=nma by MSDE to the Governor's Commission, July 11, 1978, then adjusted as n:a»nnnon

on Table C.
From MSDE Rgq
Column 1 mu}

wnHrwnN
¢ s e

w

ort to no<umvon 8 Commission on July 21,

»vpuma by’ 9

Wealth (Colymn 2) B:Hnﬁw

¥

no~c5b 3 B»Jtm no~cs= &y’

,694.

ied by Local Contribution Rate of

1978.

.729%,




EXHIBIT C-XIII-3

’ PHASE-IN OF $1,694 FOUNDATION PROGRAM, STATE SHARES FOR FY'80 THROUGH FY-84

E
P 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
i 2 Yearly
FY'84 wnowﬂus FY'80 Present|Amount to be |FY'80 FY'81 182 FY's3 Increments
mnuna ms.ﬂmum Law State Phased in + 20% + 40% + 60X + 80X FY'80-FY'84
Share
Total State $G95, 872, umo: $298,919,120 |$296,953,180 $378,309,756 | $457,700,392 | $537,091,028 $616,481,664 |$79,390,636
Allegany 106,902 1723 6,973,887 9,928,866 8,959,660 10,945,433 12,931,206 14,916,980 1,985,773
Anne Arundel =591 mmu am¢ 28,005,737 31,881,727 34,382,083 40,758,429 47,134,773 53,511,119 6,376,346
Baltimore City Hmu.wmm.oo@ 71,359,634 112,629,414 93,885,517 116,411,399 138,937,282 161,463,165 | 22,525,883
Baltimore 57,624 @uu 31,184,568 26,440,264 36,472,621 41,760,674 47,048,727 52,336,779 5,288,053
Calvert 1,753 mmm 2,130,526 | ( - 376,887) 2,055,148 1,979,771 1,904,394 1,829,016 |( - 75,377)
2
Caroline 6,166, ~uu 2,449,836 3,716,902 3,193,216 3,936,597 4,679,977 5,423,358 743,380
Carroll 21,316,134 8,261,840 | 13,054,294 | 10,872,699 13,483,557 | 16,094,416 18,705,275 | 2,610,859
Cecil 15,741,07) 6,199,161 9,541,912 8,107,543 10,015,926 11,924,308 13,832,690 1,908,382
Charles Nu.uco.uwo 8,342,893 17,253,823 11,793,658 15,244,422 18,695,187 22,145,951 3,450,765
Dorchester u.MNw.mmm 2,407,276 3,172,005 3,041,677 3,676,078 4,310,479 4,944, mwo. 634,401
; 3 .

Frederick 25,488,297 9,425,154 16,063,143 12,637,783 15,850,412 19,063,040 22,275,669 3,212,629
Garcett 7,231,829 2,673,899 4,557,931 3,585,485 4,497,071 5,408,657 6,320,243 911,586
Harford 37,685 uwu 14,809,333 22,875,779 19,384,489 23,959,645 28,534,800 33,109,957 4,575,156
Howard 20,059,879 7,690,793 12,369,086 10,164,611 12,638,428 15,112,245 17,586,062 2,473,817
Kent 2, auo -n 1,117,834 1,312,944 1,380,423 1,643,011 1,905,600 2,168,189 262,589
Montgonary 27,365, wou 19,121,687 8,244,276 20,770,542 22,419,397 24,068,253 25,717,108 1,648,855
Prince George's 124,133, éau 52,681,522 71,451,884 66,971,899 81,262,276 95,552,653 ! 109,843,030 | 14,290,377
Queen Anne's 3, uua 420 1,658,220 1,676,199 1,993,460 2,328,700 2,663,940 2,999,180 335,240
St. Mary's 15,041, 194 5,696,626 9,345,168 7,565,660 9,434,693 11,303,727 13,172,761 1,869,034
Somerset a.ubm.mww 1,914,466 2,832,095 2,480,885 3,047,304 3,613,723 4,180,142 566,419
Talbot 186, ubmv 586,325 | (- 772,674) 431,790 277,255 122,721 (- 31,814)] (- 154,535)
Washington 22,676, mmc 9,163,966 13,512,714 11,866,509 14,569,052 17,271,594 19,974,137 2,702,543
Wicomico Hm.ouo.Oﬁw 5,064,322 5,966,289 6,257,580 7,450,837 8,644,095 9,837,353 1,193,258
Worcester (- u.ouu.wuwu 186,310 | (- 2,861,463)! (- 385,983) (- 958,276) (-1,530,569) (-2,102,861)! (-~ 572,293)

1. Table E, noHtas 5.

2. Table D, ooH:as 6.

3. Column 1 B»::a nowcaz 2% y

4. Column 2, vw:a Column m.

5. Column 4 plug Column m.

6. Column 5 vw:m Coluan m~ ]
7. Column 6 vwcﬁ no~c8= 8,

8. Column

3, u»«»ama e< 5,



EXHIBIT C-XIV-1

FY 1984 Current Expense Only With $59,500,000 Added Per Year Straight Per Pupil Count

State Share

$624 @ 55%;

9% Inflation Factor

$875 @ 50% - Lee Maurer Calculation

To Receive

$1,499 State In 1984 State
Projected $1,499 Local Share Under Aid
Wealth Enrollment X Share $624 Q@ 55% FY 1979 Per

Local Unit (000) Fall 1982 Enrollment .00552 $875 @ 50% Formula Difference .Pupil
‘I'otal State 95,433,225 732,890 1,098,602,110 524,933,052 573,669,058 276,329,169 297,339,889 783
Allegany 900,611 12,498 18,734,502 4,971,373 13,763,129 6,453,147 7,309,982 1,101
Anne Arundel 9,470,211 70,028 104,971,972 52,275,565 52,696,407 25,496,111 27,200,296 753
Baltimore CilLy 8,158,251 117,830 176,627,170 45,033,562 131,593,608 61,641,308 69,952, 300 1,117
Baltimore 16,196,523 93,655 140,388,845 89,404,807 50,984,038 25,588,330 25,395,708 544
Calvert 1,913,526 8,242 12,354,758 10,562,664 1,792,094 1,075,382 716,712 217
Caroline 356,188 4,595 6,887,905 1,966,158 4,921,747 25,3025, 1:37 2,609,610 1,071
Carroll 2,395,220 21,426 32,117,574 13,221,614 18,895,960 9,011,460 9,884,500 882
Cecil 1,034,071 12,569 18,840,931 5,708,072 13,132,859 6,180,499 6,952,360 1,045
Charles 1,475,867 19,038 28,537,962 8,146,786 20,391,176 9,579,381 10,811,795 1,071
Dorchester 521,429 5,038 7,551,962 2,878,288 4,673,674 2,219,576 2,454,098 928
Frederick 2,711,536 24,575 36,837,925 14,967,679 21,870,246 10,421,948 11,448,298 890
Garrett 531,154 5,861 8,785,639 2,931,970 5,853,669 2,764,009 3,089,660 999
Har ford 3,147,158 32,822 49,200,178 17;372,312 31,827,866 15,062,529 16,765,337 970
Howard 4,519,080 29,308 43,932,692 24,945,322 18,987,370 9,331,537 9,655,833 648
Kent 387,057 2,674 4,008,326 2,136,555 P~mqw~qu 912,253 959,518 700
Montgyoinery 19,944,022 93,704 140,462,296 110,091,001 30,371,295 16,590,667 13,780,628 324
Prince George's 13,447,057 119,338 178,887,662 74,227,755 104,659,907 49,935,813 54,724,094 877
Queen Anne's 757,323 4,755 7,127,745 4,180,423 2,947,322 1,455,802 1,491,520 620
St. Mary's 1,176,880 12,134 18,188,866 6,496,378 11,692,488 5,536,179 6,156,309 964
Somerset 288,337 3,475 5,209,025 1,591,620 3,617,405 1,702,858 1,914,547 1,041
Talbot 1,020,783 3,781 5,667,719 5,634,722 32,997 148,803 (115,806) 9
Washington 2,018,129 19,363 29,025,137 11,140,072 17,885,065 8,496,779 9,388,286 924
Wicomico 1,334,145 11,055 16,571,445 7,364,480 9,206,965 4,412,661 4,794,304 833
Worceslur 1,728,664 5,126 7,683,874 7,683,874 = ~ - =

N

X1V~



EXHIBIT C-XIV-2

FY 1984 Current Expense Only With $59,500,000 Added Over Five Years (Total $299,000,000)

Title I Population Weighted As 1.25 State Share = $624 @ 55%; $875 @ 50% - Lee Maurer Calculation - 9% Inflation

v Factor
To Receive
$1,499 State In 1984 State
Projected $1,499 Local Share Under Aid
Wealth Enrollment X Share $624 @ 50% FY 1979 Per

Local Unit (000) Fall 1982 Enrollment .00574 $875 @ 50% Formula * Difference Pupil
Total State 95,433,225 762,131 1,142,434,369 546,098,185 596,336,184 287,577,569 308,758,615 782
Alleyany 900,611 13,128 19,678,872 5,169,507 14,509,365 6,453,147 8,056,218 1,105
Anne Arundel 9,470,211 71,534 107,229,466 54,359,011 52,870,455 25,496,111 27,374,344 739
Baltimore City 8,158,254 131,473 197,078,027 46,828,378 150,249,649 72,889,708 77,359,941 1,143
Baltimore 16,196,523 95,488 143,136,512 92,968,042 50,168,470 25,588,330 24,580,140 525
Calvert 1,913,526 8,616 12,915,384 10,983,639 1,938, 745 1,075,382 856, 363 224
Caroline 356,188 4,891 7,331,609 2,044,519 5,287,090 2,812 53,7 2,974,953 1,081
Carroll 2,395,220 21,763 32,622,737 13,748,563 18,874,174 9,011,460 9,862,714 867
Cecil 1,034,071 12,990 19,472,010 5,935,568 13,536,442 6,180, 499 7,355,943 1,042
Charles 1,475,867 19,567 29,330,933 8,471,477 20,859,456 9,579,381 11,280,075 1,066
Dorchester 521,429 5,407 8,105,093 2,993,002 5,112,091 2,219,576 2,892,515 945
Frederick 2,711,536 25,095 37,617,405 15,564,217 22,053,188 10,421,948 11,631,240 879
Carrett 531,154 6,263 9,388,237 3,048,824 6,339,413 2,764,009 3,575,404 1,012
Harford 3,147,158 33,496 50,210,504 18,064,687 32,145,817 15,062,529 17,083,288 960
Howard 4,519,080 29,525 44,257,975 25,939,519 18,318,456 9,331,537 8,986,919 620
Kent 387,057 2,843 4,261,657 2,221,707 2,039,950 912,253 1,127,697 718
Montyonery 19,944,022 95,136 142,608,864 114,478,686 28,130,178 16,590,667 11,539,511 296
Prince George's 13,447,057 121,931 182,774,569 77,186,107 105,588,462 49,935,813 55,652,649 866
Queen Anne's 757,323 4,949 7,418,551 4,347,034 3,071,517 1,455,802 1 46115, 7015 621
St. Mary's 1,176,880 12,764 19,133,236 6,755,291 12,377,945 5,536,179 6,841,766 970
Somerset 288,337 3,839 5,754,661 1,655,054 4,099,607 1,702,858 2,396,749 1,068
Talbot 1,020,783 4,066 6,094,934 5,859,294 235,640 148,803 86,837 58
Washington 2,018,129 20,182 30,252,818 11,584,060 18,668,758 8,496,779 10,171,979 925
Wicomico 1,334,145 11,692 17,526,308 7,657,992 9,868,316 4,412,661 5,455,655 844
Worccester 1,728,664 5,493 8,234,007 8,234,007 3 = = =

*Includes $11,248,400 as Baltimore City's Density Aid Figure in FY 1984,



State hid for Current btypense for FY 1984 at $1,2%4 Per Pupil
(1624 at 55% Stote: Share and $5630 at S0% State Share)

7% Inflation

EXHIBIT C-X@V-3

To Receive

in 1994 State
Enroll- Under Aid
ment Enrol Lirent Local State FY 1979 Per
Lucal Unit W:zalth 9/30/82 x $1,256 Share Share Formula Dilrerence Pupi 1
Tutal State 5,433,256 732,830 919,064,060 435,594,891 483,449,169 276,329,169 207,120,000 658
Allegany 909,611 12,448 15,672,492 4,124,798 11,547,694 6,453,147 5,094,547 924
Anne Arundel 9,470,211 70,028 87,815,112 643,373,566 44,441,546 25,496,111 15,905,435 615
Raltimore City 8,158,254 117,830 147,758,820 37,364,803 110,394,017 61,641,308 4B, 752,109 937
Baltimcre 16,196,523 93,655 117,443,370 74,180,075 43,263,295 25,586,330 17,574,965 462
Calvert 1,913,526 8,242 10,335,468 8,763,949 1,571,519 1,075,382 496,137 191
Caroline 356,188 4,595 5,762,130 1,631,341 4,130,749 2,312,137 1,618,057 899
Carroll 2,399,220 21,426 26,863,204 10,970,108 15,898,096 9,011,4£0 6,6, 636 742
Cecil 1,034,071 12,569 15,761,526 4,736,045 11,025,481 6,180,499 4,864,912 877
Charles 1,475,867 19,038 23,873,652 6,759,471 17,114,181 9,579,361 7,534,300 899
Dorchester 521,429 5,038 6,317,652 2,388,145 3,929,507 2,219,576 1,709,911 780
Frederick 2,711,536 24,575 30,017,050 12,418,835 18,398,215 10,62) ,94% TSP 0] 749
¢y T U 533,154 5,861 7,349,694 2,432,€05 4,917,00) 2,704, 00 ,183, dut 839
Mot ford 3,147,158 32,822 41,158,735 14,413,984 26,744,804 15,062,5%¢ % b ke, o 815
Nouard 4,519,030 29,308 36,742,232 20,697,386 16,054,846 9,33),53 G, 73,309 548
Kent 387,057 2,674 3,353,196 1,12, i2) 1,580,475 912,353 CrA L nee 591
Montgemery 19,944,022 93,704 117,504,816 91,343,621 26,161,195 16,590,667 9,570,529 279
Frince George's 13,447,057 119,338 149,649,852 1,587,521 £8,062,321 49,935,813 39,106,518 738
Gucen Anne's 151,323 h7y% 5,962,770 3,468,539 2,494,231 1,455,802 1,038,429 525
St. Mary's 1,176,880 12,104 15,216,036 5,390,110 9,825,926 5,536,179 0,289,741 R10
Somer3et 268,337 3,475 4,357,650 1,320,583 3,037,067 1,702,859 1,334,209 B74
Talbot 1,020,783 3,781 4,741,374 4,675,186 66,188 148,803 62,615y 1P
Washington 2,018,129 15,363 24,281,202 9,243,031 15,038,171 8,496,719 6,501,392 g
Nicomico 1,334,145 11,055 13,862,970 6,110,384 7,152,586 4,412,601 3,339,925 1ol
JHorcester 1,728,664 7126 6,428,004 6,428,004 = = = <

wte:

Does not include Social Sccurity.

X/-3



i EXHIBIT C-XIV-4

E Y DR U A TORSSGRROY, (OO e Y Sl S 1) SRR B0
4 Shy Brcte Shate: S6LY D TN 51 g TR s
oepemtel for TINTe T Dinactege el Okl e, 0 LY
7% Inflation
i A = ol S CnT ITSS .i.-..i.Il!-....-.-.....| Pt s = e I N ..ﬁo. Pognlta - s e oo
1,224 State 1n 1984

Voo peried Weighted ¥ Local Share inder

W Vi h Fareel Vinend, Werdohtedd Share e IR e o ik FY 1979
SRR T RPN, o/ TGO ... I . L MR G692 W Foyrmnla _ Difference
Total State 25,433,225 762,131 955,712,274 152,921,230 502,790,344 287,%77,269 205,202, 1S,
AYloasnnsy n0, 611 yu 128 16,460,512 b u::.com 12,175,604 6,453,117 8,727,457
Mnve Arundel 9,470,211 , 534 R, 703,023 5,074,204 44,625,432 25,496,111 19,129,301
Rabtimors City f,158,254 —uu.aqu 164,807,140 ux,xyuswxc 126,023,853 72,489,708 51,144,118
Paltimors HO,Hoa.uwu a5,488 119,74) ,452 77,095,444 427,046,503 25,5680, 370 V7,003,174
Caluert 1,213,526 H,616 10,204,464 9,100, 334 1,696,080 1,075,332 OG0, 000
Caroline 356,188 q,8¢1 (GO e T Jeicl >} 1,695,155 4,437,859 2,212,137 2025, 27
Carrnll 2,395,220 21,763 27,290,802 11,401,247 15,Rr89,555 9,011,460 L, RT1RD9N
Creil 1,034,071 12,990 16,289,460 éheww.wqm 11,367,282 H, 180,499 5,145,783
(harles 1,475,867 12,567 24,%37,018 7,025,127 17,511,891 9,579,311 7,922,%0
Don chestor 521,429 5,407 5,789,378 2,482,002 4,298,375 2,219,576 2,078, 3010
Fredericl: 2,711,536 25,095 21,4n9,1130 12,206,911 18,562,219 10,421,218 8,140, 27
Carrett 531,154 6,263 7,053,602 2,528,293 5,325,509 2,764,009 2,501,500
Harford 3,147,158 13,494 42,003,984 14,980,472 27,023,512 15,062,529 11,950,313
Howared 14,519,080 29,525 37,024,350 21,510,821 15,513,529 3,331,537 6,181,792
Feenit 3R7,057 2,843 3,56%,122 1,R42,321 1752225, 731 912,253 310,17
Montgomery 19,944,022 95,136 119,200,539 94,933,545 24,366,299 16,500,667 N e R
FPrince Georqge's 132,447,057 121,931 152,901,474 ¢4,007,991 88,873,483 19,935,213 35,95%7,~70
Cncen Anne's 75/+328 4,949 G, 06,040 3,h04,857 2,601,189 1,455,602 1,145, 3%
L. Mary's 1,176,880 12,764 16, 006,086 5,601,949 10,404,107 5,536,179 4,847,920
homoeraeedt, 283,337 3,839 4,804,100 1,172,484 3,441,622 1,702,858 1, 738,70,1
Talbot - 1,020,783 4,066 5,008, 7ud 4,858,927 239,837 148,603 03} ,0234
Wazhington 2,013,129 20,182 25,308,208 9, R0A6,294 15,701,934 8,496,779 WERS ), TS
Wicomico 1,324,145 11,R92 14,661,768 +,350,530- 8,311,238 4,412,661 31,828,577
EAL AL, Tt 3 1,728,664 o SR 6,308,272 ,BR83,222 e UL AR T ey -
it BT IR T A I i s CT U e Benal by ALd Fieur .m T e, S PR A=, TV RN A

State
Nid
Per

Pupi

927
624
959
268
197

107
730
875
195
795

740
850
807
525
606

256
729
526
815
196

59
778
711




1980 Wealth Per Pupil Distributing Current Expense, Social Security Payments

: EXHIBIT C-XV-1

and $25,000,000

Y

Perv Pupil .
Fyvo 1179 Lase Times

1 Per Papll Fy 1940
LA e o < C MBS o il 2
Total State 367,187,929 354,820,835
Allegany 557 7,908,847
Anue Arundel 463 33,677,231
faltimore Clty 576 81,376,128
paltimore 382 40,812,116
Calvert 392 2,887,472
Cavoline 569 2,760 21
Carrold 475 9,421,150
Ceefl 537 6,898,839
Charles 533 9.98506;, 282
horchester 508 2,802,128
Frederick 467 10,791,963
Garrett 514 2,970,506
Harford 521 16,996,062
lloward 7z . 9,484,512
Kent 4139 1,361,339
Montgomery 274 28,929,468
Prince Ceorge's 47 62,301,054
Oueen Anue's 420 2,008,860
St. Mary's 547 6,518,599
Somerscet 558 2,141,046
Talhot 242 1,022,692
Washington 506 10,597,158
Wicomico 489 5,967,756
Worcester 146 .. 829,512
YO 19 Qovrent Fxpensc 4 FY 1979 factad

s

oelar iy, S

.

1979 btnral fment

Additional
pPer Papt)
f Ad Justed ftascn Plus

Back Lo 200 o! T gk State

lipils X Y Diffetaence todar Aid

Facter 7 Cntollrent Berween Ad- Fresey: Per
P 1.89203786)  justed & Basc System T ifference  Pupil
567,402,229 506,203,655 389,097,400 364,097,400 25,000,000 490
14,263,591 12,725,156 8,872,105 8,077,596 794,509 625
47,630,806 42,493,467 35,440,478 33,696,090 1,744,388 437
152,629,970 136,167,685 92,334,439 82,816,578 9,517,861 654
53,627,975 47,843,797 42,218,452 40,896,247 1,322,205 395
3,669,255 3,273,498 2,964,677 2,682,966 281,711 102
5,237,697 4,672,772 3,142,730 2,777,208 365,522 6AR
14,491,494 12,928,478 10,122,616 9,524,473 598,143 510
12,365,327 11,031,634 7,725,398 6,978,344 747,054 GOl
16,325,571 14,564,736 10,397,973 9,560,494 837,479 R02
4,346,437 3,877,641 3,017,231 2,836,133 181,098 547
16,354,401 14,590,457 11,551,614 10,973,848 577,766 500
5,076,407 4,528,879 3,282,101 3,006,851 275,250 569
27,596,124 24,619,676 18,520,785 17,177,746 1,343,039 568
13,106,448 11,692,820 9,926,174 9,700,027 226,147 389
1,880,521 1,677,693 1,424,610 1,372,763 51,847 459
41,429,532 36,961,047 30,535,784 29,410,062 1,125,722 289
90,577,928 80,808,421 66,002,527 63,670,311 2,332,216 499
2,781,702 2,481,675 2,103,423 1,982,690 120,733 440
11,227,280 10,016,334 7,218,146 6,509,030 709,116 606
4,010,881 3,578,277 2,428,492 2,147,718 280,774 633
1,531,726 1,366,518 1,091,457 948,815 142,642 250
16,569,138 14,782,033 11,434,133 10,700, 383 733,750 mwm
8,862,301 7,906,436 6,355,492 5,985,254 370,238 521

1,809,717 _ 1,614,525 __ . 986,563 __ 665,773 320,790 )74

XY I



EXHIBIT C-XV-1la

FY 1980 Wealth Per Pupil Distributing Current Expense, Social Security Payments and $25,000,000 Additional

T TR T T T T S S SO TR S L T LU LIGRRLEILEER U SR S A

) Wealth

l.ocal Per
Local tnft N cmu~mw;h _Tupil ) Pupils _Factovr L
Total State 57,942,078 72, 322 794,575
nllegany £56,010 46,243 14,199 1.577
Anne Aruandel 5,158,784 70,924 12,737 1.028
BaltImore Clry 6,074,927 43,000 141,278 1.6906
Bulttmore u,B83L,547 G2 N85 106,838 T
Calvert 656,515 Y3, 201 7,366 g
Caroliue 202,647 43,019 4,851 1.645
Carroll 1,261, 3u7 63,543 19,834 1.147
Cecild 619,320 48,247 12,847 1,511
Charles 376,597 59,937 17,554 1.9%0
Dorchestuer 125,294 58,973 5,516 1.237
trederick 1,516,292 65,615 23,109 1.111
Garrett 305,491 52,662 5,779 1.379
Harford 1,790 o062 S4,891 32,622 1,325
Noward 2,302 6oz 90,315 25,4960 RO7
Kent 237,041 76,634 3,101 Y.
Montgomery 12,0495, 42 118,347 105,582 Ol
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EXHIBIT C-XV-2

FY 1984 Wealth Per Pupil Distribution the Projected Current Expense, Social Security Payments and $125,000,000
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EXHIBIT C-XVI-1

FY® 1980 Wealth Per Pupil Formula Distributing the Projected Current Expense Payments With $25,000,000 Added
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EXHIBIT D

Minutes of the Meeting

of the

Governor's Commission on Funding of Public Education

’

House Ways and Means Committee Room
110 Lowe House Office Building
November 17, 1978 - 9:30 A.M.

Members Present: Dr. Edward J. Anderson
Mr. James A. Braswell
-Senator James Clark, Jr. (represented by
Mr. Fred Schoenbrodt)
Dr. John L. Crew, Sr.
Hon. Wayne B. Hamilton
Dr. David W. Hormnbeck
Mr. Joseph N. McGowan
Delegate Lucille Maurer
Mrs. Sue Mills
Delegate George A. Price
Dr. A, A. Roberty
Mr. James B. Rowland
Richard Schifter, Esquire
Hon. Thomas W. Schmidt
Hon. Ann C. Stockett
Hon. Raymond T. Tilghman
Senator Verda F. Welcome
Senator E. Homer White, Jr.
Delegate Benjamin L. Cardin, Vice-Chairman
Dr. R. Kenneth Barnes, Chairman

Members Absent: Mr. Richard N. Dixon

The chairman called the meeting to order at 9:45 A.M.,
and announced that the morning session would be devoted to
testimony from individuals and organizations regarding the
funding of public education.

Mr. Michael Morton, Executive Director of the Maryland
Advisory Council for Vocational-Technical Education, urged
State categorical funding support for students enrolled. in
vocational-technical education programs. He proposed a State
matching grant or State grant at 50% of Federal funds allocated

- for vocational-technical education. While the Council feels

a weighted pupil formula offers a preferable and more sophis-
ticated approach to funding vocational education, they recom-

mended categorical aid as a more feasible alternmative at this
time. -
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FY 1984 Current Expense and $181,000,000 Addity .al With 3% Enrollment Decline 11/28/78

FY 1984 Distribution of State Aid Under Recommended Formula

"
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1 Iy 1984 State Receilve State

Ol Estimated Projected Enrollment Local Share Under Aid

B Enrollment Wealth X Share $624 @ 55% Present Per

M Local Unit ~ (3% Decline) (000) S, 2002 .00419 $588 @ 50% Sysicn Difference Pupil
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Current Expense FY 1980 Based on Latest Estimated Enrollment (3% Decline) and
$36,250,000 Additional

=

D FY 1980 Distribution of State Aid Under Recommended Formula

= =
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&_ State Share

£ 9/30/78 State Current State

M Estimated’ Projected Enrollment Local Share Expense Aid

< Enrol lment Wealth X Share $624 @ 55% 5690 Per

M Local Unit (3% Decline) (Co0) $782 .00488 $158 @ 50% Proyram Difference Pupil

o g
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Sonerset 3,769.50 170,480 2,947,749 831,942 2,115,807 1,876,415 228397 561
talbot 4,159.00 541,771 - 3,252,338 2,643,842 608,496 567,183 41,313 146
Washington 20,622.50 1,229,466 16,126,795 5,999, 794 10,127,001 9,004,294 T2 07 491
Wicomico 11,916.00 780,567 : 5 L SELD 3,809,167 5,509,145 4,904,630 604,515 462
Worcester SHES NS 868,435 _MAA 2509815 4,237,963 187,962 214,379 (26,417) 33

p——a




Mr. Mark Joseph, President of the Baltimore City
Board of Education, pointed out that the Constitution and
State court rulings provide for a thorough and efficient system
of education. He noted the deficiency of the property tax
as a source of financing education and discussed the problem
of municipal overburden. Poor children, in his opinion,
should be favored, not penalized, by disparities in spending.
Noting the need for a State program of compensatory education,
Mr. Joseph reported that limited funds allow Baltimore City

to accommodate the needs of only one-half the Title-I eligible
children,

In subsequent discussion, Delegate Mautrer questioned
discrepancies .in the dollar's purchasing power for equivalent
programs in various districts. She asked, also, that Mr.
Joseph make available to commission members the HEW report,
which he said reported Maryland near the bottom among states
in providing support of public education.

Dr. Barnes and Delegate Cardin questioned the effect
of declining enrollments on pupil/teacher and pupil/administrator
ratios and were told that there had been some reduction in

administration and minimal improvement in pupil/teacher ratios
in the City.

Delegate Maurer asked whether it would help to count
declining students as one-half in computing aid.

When Ms. Stockett asked whether the City favors full
State assumption of educational cost, she was answered affirma-
tively. :

In'response to a question regarding the cost of a
compensatory aid program, Mr. Ricker noted that it would cost

approximately $13 million to weight at 1.25 the Title-I eligible
children. '

Delegate Maurer made the distinction between eliminating
disparity and providing a foundation program. If the basic
program is funded adequately, she feels that concern about
disparity is diminished. Mr. Schifter asked the amount of
disparity among subdivisions in the New Jersey case.

Testifying on behalf of the Baltimore City Administra-
tion, Ms. Janet Hoffman introduced a one-year funding recom-
mendation. She said that a new plan should consider a three-
year phasing-in of public utility property in the wealth
definition, use of Statewide average expenses per pupil rather
than medians, new projections by the Board of Revenue Estimates,
problems of declining enrollments, and campaign promises of
the Governor-elect to increase State aid. She opposes the
shift of social security and transportation to the local sub-
divisions and recommends a single year plan to be followed



by further study of the variety of issues defined by this
Commission. The specific proposal would add $50 million in
FY'80 over the current $305,000,000 appropriation. A per
pupil expenditure of $855 would be shared as follows: $624

"shared at 55% State/457% local; $231 shared at 45% State/55%
local.

Mr. Tilghman pointed out that the 102.2 staff per
1000 pupils in Baltimore City is the highest in the State,
and noted that the City's exclusion of Federal aid from their

calculation of resources gives a somewhat misleading representa-
tion of their situation.

Delegate Maurer expressed interest in seeing a calcula-
tion of the counties' tax base with the State's rollback in
assessments taken into account. '

Mr. Pete Treibley, President of the Maryland State
Teachers' Association, based his testimony on two major
premises: (1) the State should decrease reliance on property
tax as a primary source of local resources, and (2) new taxing
authorities for local government are unlikely. He argued in
favor of four points: (1) current expenses per pupil should

be at least at the Statewide median; (2) inflation, enrollment,
" specialized needs and cost differentials should be factored

into a formula; (3) categorical programs should be maintained;
(4) density aid should be replaced with a Statewide compensatory
education program.

Speaking for the League of Women Voters, Ms. Margo
Garner urged consideration of a review of local tax bases to
detail and analyze differences in rate and yield, revision
in density aid to provide broader compensatory aid, and a
foundation program high enough to eliminate inequities. She
supported sharper equalization of State aid, inclusion of
social security and retirement employer costs in a foundation
program, consideration of a weighted pupil approach, and State/
local sharing at 50%/50% of a foundation program at least 647%
of average per pupil expenditure.

Citing problems in small business management, Ms.
Maxine Melinda of the Community Economic Development Associ-
ation (CEDA) asked the commission to support funding of pro-
grams to trainm those interested in small business management.-

Ms. Judith Heimann, speaking for the Montgomery County
Public Schools, asked that the commission consider what per-
centage of the State's budget should be devoted to public
education and what those dollars should buy. She supported
the inclusion of public utility shares in the wealth calcula-
tion and suggested consideration of variations 1in purchasing
power among the counties. The effect of special populations
on costs should be assessed, and density aid should be applied



by legislative district rather thanm by county, according to
Ms. Heimann's testimony. She urged exclusion of transporta-
tion and social security costs from the foundation program.

Ms. Ann Prange, representing the Maryland Congress of
Parents.and Teachers (PTA), supported increasing the State's
contribution to education, equalizing that aid, and revising
the graduated income tax. She asked for a basic program
funded high enough to eliminate inequities, a program of

compensatory aid, and a recognition of issues of educatiomnal
and municipal overburden.

Ms. Susan Buswell, speaking as President of the
Maryland Association of Boards of Education (MABE), recom-
mended a continuation of the concepts of the Lee/Maurer
formula as an approach to equalization. She asked that
categorical programs be excluded from a basic program and
reminded the commission of a need to consider the effects of
declining enrollments on costs. Summarizing the State's re-
sponsibilities, Ms. Buswell said it should (1) help support
a foundation program at a realistic level and with a reliable
inflation factor, (2) assist children who are educationally
deprived because of the economic condition of their families,
(3) provide for programs mandated by law outside the equalized
formula, and (4) continue State support of social security.

Relaying the concerns of the Prince George's County
Board of Education, Ms. Judy Sheehan urged exclusion of trans-
portation and employer costs for social security and retire-
ment from the basic program. She saw a need for compensatory
aid for all subdivisions and for consideration of costs as-
sociated with certain programs for handicapped children.

Following the public testimony, Mr. Ricker was called
on to present two proposals for a compensatory aid program.
The first of these uses the current level of funding for
density aid, $13,510,400, and directs two-thirds of that sum
to Baltimore City as a grant, while equalizing the distribu-
tion of the remaining one-third to disadvantaged children
across the State. A second proposal sets compensatory aid
at $17,005,900. Under this provision, Baltimore City would
be "held harmless" at its current level of denmsity aid sup-
port. This would be accomplished by directing a grant of
$9,006,933 to the City and equalizing the distribution of
the remaining funds to the Title-I eligible children across
the State. Equalization under both proposals would be ‘ac-
complished through use of a wealth factor computed on
relative county wealth per pupil.

The meeting of the commission was suspended for lunch
at 12:30 P.M., and reconvened at 1:30 P.M,




Discussion was solicited by the chairman regarding
the relative merits of a one-year proposal followed by
further study and a long-range funding program. Secretary
Schmidt spoke in favor of a one-year proposal and said
further study is necessary to determine program standards,
needs measures, and the position of the Governor-elect.

’

Delegate Cardin expressed the opinion that the com-
mission should define this year a basic program of education
and the cost in the law, He would disagree with a one-year

$50 million program, because the proposal has no basis in
need.

Agreeing with Delegate Cardin, Dr. Anderson said that
the future demands definition of that portion of an edu-
cational program which the State should require and fund.

Secretary Schmidt, while not disagreeing with the con-
cept of defining a basic program of education, cited the
urgency of getting a specific proposal in time for the FY'S80
budget. He expressed concern that extended deliberations
about program may preclude action on a proposal.

Delegate Cardin noted that the issues of level of
funding and program definition are distinct. While the
amount of financial support by the State will be a guberna-
torial policy decision, questions of needs, equalization and
program can be considered aside from the budget allocation.
He pointed out that he felt the commission should seek the
Governor-elect's views regarding available resources.

Dr. Barnes summarized the two approaches considered
by the commission as follows: (1) use the Lee-Maurer formula.
and expand either with increased amount per pupil or varia-
tion in level of support, (2) use a wealth per pupil approach,

which has the advantage of allowing all subdivisions to gain
somewhat.

Delegate Maurer expressed the thought that developing
a basic program of State support may involve re—-examining
the problem of the State's mandating of local programs. She
noted that looking at minimum salaries and other concepts
which have been removed from the budgeting formula may be
very time consuming. She pointed out that using a wealth
per pupil approach allows the option of folding in social
security. Regarding compensatory aid, Delegate Maurer sug-
gested that the commission needs to know not only how much
to put into the budget, but also what future needs may be.
Therefore, she sees some advantage in increasing the second
tier of the Lee-Maurer formula temporarily while spending
additional time defining a compensatory program.



Dr. Hornbeck expressed misgivings about the ability

to define precisely a basic program of education. In his
opinion, Maryland is doing an adequate job aside from serving
the needs of poor children and other special populations.
He thinks defining a basic program by using the $1500+ State-
wide median per pupil expenditure is a reasonable approach
in view of the myriad problems associated with a critical
program review. He suggested that the commission examine
material already before it with an eye toward

(1) defining the average cost of educating
the "regular" child,

(2) defining a realistic inflation factor,
(3) looking at the need for program improvements,
(4) equalizing State aid more sharply,

(5) determining a dollar figure for compensatory aid,
and .

(6) looking at the apparent importance of early
childhood education.

Dr. Crew requested that the commission look again at
the proposal made previously by the City of Baltimore. He
noted that it would accommodate the concerns expressed by Dr.
Hornbeck and that, even with an adjusted first-year dollar
figure, the principle deserves adoption.

Ms. Stockett expressed the view that the commission
should take a funding recommendation to the Governor-elect
rather than solicit an available amount from him.

Expressing reservation with an add-on to this year's
formula, Mr. Hamilton called attention to the already broad
disparity among counties. Agreeing with the principle of
using the Statewide median per pupil expenditure to define a
basic program, he proposed the folding in of social security.

Delegate Maurer agreed with the concept of adding
social security, but only if the current formula is changed.
She would support a recommendation that the commission be ex-
tended, since she finds the membership inadequately prepared
to offer the necessary long-term change in formula at this
time.

Commissidner_Tilghman moved that the commission recom-
mend the adoption of the formula labeled XI-1 and XI-2 in the
packet distributed by the project staff. This would provide



a $100 million increase in State aid over a five-year period,
folding in social security and using a wealth per pupil
calculation.

In response to Mr. Braswell's question regarding pro-
visions for State support of social security costs in this
formuda, Mr. Ricker stated that actual and federally listed
future contribution levels were figured with annual salary
inflation costs computed at 7%. Dr. Barnes suggested that
folding in social security under ‘these circumstances provides
some protection to local governments in that the lack of a
legal mandate for the Stateé's payment of local employer costs
always leaves open the possibility of the Genéral Assembly's

or the Governor's discontinuing funding these costs in any
future year.

Delegate Cardin said that the amount to be equalized
under the proposals on the floor for consideration is too
small. While the program equalized in 1984 would be $1262,
actual costs would approach $1600 per pupil. Furthermore,
he suggested that the addition of social security costs raises
the per pupil expenditure to about $1800. In his opinion,
an adjusted Lee-Maurer formula is preferable for accomplishing
the necessary equalization of State aid.

On the matter of minimum guarantees, Delegate Maurer
expressed strong opposition to their inclusion in any future
funding formula. She said that an extention of the Lee-
Maurer formula would again bring up the question of minimum
guarantees. '

Delegate Cardin expressed concern about variations
in required local tax effort to produce revenues to fund pro-
posal X-2. -

Dr. Roberty stated that the effect of declining en-
rollments in a wealth per pupil approach would be particularly
damaging in that wealth would appear to increase, raising
required local per pupil contributions, at the same time that
State aid declined on the basis of pupil count. Mr. Ricker
replied that the current formula makes use of that same in-
formation with somewhat similar results.

Dr. Roberty expressed the opinion that further study
of the wealth per pupil approach would be necessary. He
suggested that salary and staffing ratios are the crux of the
disparity among subdivisions and pointed out a lack of
attention to these items. Furthermore, he noted that Harford
County has imposed caps on both budget and revenue growth, a
fact which could make State-mandated budget increments dif-
ficult to manage.




Dr. Hornbeck moved to table until the next meeting the
motion on the floor regarding the adoption of proposal XI.
He asked that the staff prepare for the next meeting a pro-
posal which would do the following:

(1) Use the Statewide median expenditure per
' pupil for "regular" children;

(2) apply a 9% annual inflation rate;

(3) add sufficient dollars to bring State support
' to a 50% level of projected median per pupil
expenditure;

(4) exclude -(a) transportation, and (b) employer
costs for social security and retirement;

(5) apply a weighting factor of 1.25 to Title I-
eligible children in schools having at least
10% concentration of disadvantaged;

(6) fund the first $624 at 55% State/45% local
and the remaining portion at 45% State/55%
localg

(7) fund a grant for an extended elementary pro-
gram to provide preschool programs for é4-year
0ld children who live in school districts
where accountability data show the reading
achievement of third graders to be six months
or more below national norms. According to
data on hand, 106 schools would meet this
qualification.

_ Motion to table the motion of Mr. Tilghman carried
with twelve affirmative votes.

.Mr. Tilghman requested that charts displaying formula
recommendations include a ranking of local wealth and a
ranking of State aid.

The next meeting of the commission was scheduled for
1:30 P.M. on December 7, 1978 in the House Ways and Means
Committee Room, House of Delegates Building, Annapolis,
Maryland.

There being no further busiﬁess, the meeting was
adjourned at 4:00 P.M.

Respectfully submitted,

Joyce B. Tuchmann
Secretary



"Presented By Dr. John Crew

to Barnes Commission October 6, 1978

THE PROPOSAL

This Proposal is for a Foundation Program with ‘the “following characteristics:

1) A Foundation Program level of 75Z of the average per pupil expenditure

~projected .through FY'84 at an .annual inflation rate of 9% per pupill

2) State share of 50%, local share of 50%.

3) Enrollment weights of 1.00 for K-12, 0.50 for 4 year olds, evening
students 0.25 per course, 0.05 for Adult Education students, and 0.25
additional weight for low income students enrolled.

4) Grants of $50 per pupil to LEAs that have:

a. higher than average non-mandatory effort for current expenses
b. below average amounts per pupil from non-Federal funds
c. higher than average local tax effort for all government purposes

The Proposal for the FY'80 Foundation Program is given on Table p. The
Program level of $1,200 corresponds to 75% of the ;verage per pupil current
expenditures, from State and local non-categorical funds, projected for FY'80.
This figure is established by taking 752 of the average figure for 1976-'77
of $1,267, and increasing it yearly by 921, which is 12 less than the 10% that
was the average yearly rate of increase from FY'75 to FY'78.

The enrollment for the FY'80 Program is as estimated by MSDE in their report
to the Commission on Ju.ly 11, 1978 (Table C, Column 1). This projection was based
on:an average of the actual enrollment trends in each LEA from the fall of 1973
through the fall of 1977, and showed a statewide decline of 2%. It was weighted
as for the present Lee-Maurer program, with 1.0 each for those in grades 1-12, 0.5
for kindergarten, and 0.25 per course taken for evening students up to age 21.
This proposal adjusts this weighting by increasing the weight for Kindergartners
to 1.0 when they attend a full day program. Four year olds would be given the
weight of one-half when they attend a half day or longer program. Students from

poor families would be given an additional 25% weight.2 This would provide an

additional $300 per student for Compensatory Education. This funding level would
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supplement Density Aid for Baltimore City, and would allow additional services
for children throughout the State who are not served by Title I P;ograms because
they are not in "targeted" schools. Adult Education registrants are weighted 5Z.
This would provide a program of $60 per student, for thos; working toward Righ
School Diploma or Equivalency. :

The wealth for the FY'80 local share calculations is from the MSDE report
to the Commission on July 21, 1978. This pProjection was based on an annual
average of the growth trend in each LEA over the past few years. The State average
annual growth rate is projected to be 13%.

The State and local shares in the Proposal program are each 50%. This
provides slightly greater equalization, f.e., a greater proportion of the State
money for the poorer counties than is the case in the Lee-Maurer Program of 557
State share, 452 local share.

The FY'80 Proposal as calculated on Table D callg for State funds of $534.1 million.
Grants to the 3 subdivisions showing high tax effort, low revenues, and high spending
for other government purposes would also be added. A figure of $50 per pupil,
or $8,386,850 is proposed. Fifty Dollars multiplied by basic enrollment (Table c,
C;lumn 1) resuits in $275,800 for Dorchester, $1,047,150 for Washington, and $7,063,900
for Baltimore City. The FY'80 Proposal thus totals about $542.5 million State share
for FY'80. P

For FY'81 through FY'84, the Foundation lgvel would be increased 9% per year
to $1,694 per pupil. Calculation of the FY'84 Foundation Program is showﬁ on
Table E. The enrollment estimate for FY'84, 1s as presented by MSDE to the Commission
on July 21, 1978, and then weiéﬁted. The total State share is $695.9 million.

If the Proposal is implemented fully beginning in FY'80, $542.5 million would
be required the first year, which is $237.3 million more than the $305.2 State
share in FY'79.

A more gradual Qay of impiementing this Proposal would be to phase it in over

the 5 year period between FY'80 and FY'84. The resulting State shares are shown
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on Table F. Starting as a base with the amount each LEA would get for FY'S80
if the present law remained in Force, each LEA would get 202 each year of the
difference between the base and the FY'84 program. The State share would increase
.$79.4 million each year, from.$378.3.million .4n FY'80.to.$695.9.million in.FY'B4.
To this would be added each year the $814 million for the 3 LEAs showing great taXx
effort and burden, assuming that they would continue to qualify. Thus the final
State share would be $704.3 million, an increase of $399.1 million over the $305.2
million State share of FY'79.

The additional $399.1 million for the State is a lot of money. But, as we
have shown, adequate education costs a lot of money. By.the State assuming a
greater share of the load, greater equity is provided, and pressure is lessened
on the local property tax, which is the only tax a local government can raise to
meet its budget. The State can move toward fulfilling its Constitutional responsibility

for public education, by accepting this Proposal.

1752 of the average ger pupil cost of $1,267 for FY'77 is §950. This is Rrojected
at an increase of 9% per pupil per year, to $1,036 for FY'78, and to $1,129

for FY'79. Then to project for a FY'80 Foundation program, the increase is
only 6% because the Foundation program uses the previous year's enrollment,
9/30/78. So $1,129 is increased by 6% to $1,197, and then rounded out for a
$1,200 per pupil Foundation program for FY'S80.

2111inois gives 0.45 and Indiana gives 0.2 additional weight to Title I eligible
children; Missouri gives 0.25 and Minnesota gives 0.5 to 1.1 (depending on
concentration) additional weight to AFDC children. A weighting of 0.5
additional is recommended in the book, The High Cost of Education in Cities,

by Betsy Levin, 1973, published by the Urban Institute.




TABLE A

LOCAL mchH<HmH02m. 1976~77 IN RANK oxbmx ACCORDING TO: 2

CURRENT EXPENSES PER PUPIL! WEALTH PER PUPIL2
RANK  TOTAL STATE: $1,267.52 RANK  TOTAL STATE: $48,785
1 Montgomery $1,728.07 1 Worcester mmm.wmw
2 Baltimore 1,469.15 2 Talbot 77. 928
’ :
3 Howard . .H.umw.mo 3 Montgomery 75,393
4 Prince George's 1, 30111 4 4 d m.
5 Calvert 1,282.04 T 617649
6 Worcester 1,281.45 M RalGimone um.nwm
1,267.52 = Average pupil Calvert uu.www
i Talbot 1,266.11 7 Queen Anne's 51,829
8 Allegany 1,194.2]1 = Median Pupil (50th percentile) 8 Kent 51,273
9 Regc 1,169.60 9 Prince George's 48,369
10 Dorchester 1,148.58 10 Frederick 46. 324
1,142.91 = Average of LEAs : ol
11 Washington 1,126.11 11 Anne Arundel 44,774
12 Anne Arundel 1,093.74 12 Carroll 43,670
1,090.08 = Median LEA f
13 Harford 1,086.42 13 Niladize 40,709
14 Charles 1,083.81 14 Washington um.wmu
15 Baltimore City 1,065.73 15 Harford 38.065
16 Wicomico ‘ 1,063.17 16 Dorchester uw”mmm
17 Frederick 1,049.30 17 Garrett 35, 704
18 Carroll - 1,024.72 18 AlSigany 35 681
’
] . s
2 N e o i 19 Charles 34,943
20 Caroline 979.66 20 o 3 mmm
ec
21 Queen Anne's 970.85 21 St. Mary's uw.ou@
A ) . ,029
22 Cecil 929.75 22 Baltimore City 31,301
23 Somerset 869.47 . 23 Somerset 29,834
24 BAEESET et 24 Caroline 29,028
1Total Current Expenses minus Federal funds, State funds (except -~
Foundation share), and local share of Excess Cost Program for 2yealth for FY'77 State Aid 0m~n=~mnmo=. MSDE
Special Education. Data is from MSDE Selected Financial Data, Selected Financial Data, Part I; Table 8.
v 1976-77, Part I Tables 6 and 7; and Part II, Tables 1 and §;
and from Table C, Cost Estimates of Excess Cost Program for
Special Education.




TABLE B

LOCAL FUNDS AND LOCAL TAX EFFORT, 1976-77

X 2 3 4 5
Local Nop- Local Non- Local Tax County Tax Education as a %
Local Unit mandated’ Current mandated Rate Equivalent Rate per of Total County
‘Expenges Per Pupil for raising $100 Plus Town Budget
b Non-mandated 1
Total State $545,268,187 $656.59 $1.95 per $100 $2.59 per $100 44,1%
Allegany 8,842,313 585.86 $2.78 $2.40 53.0%
Anne Arundel 36,333,322 489.78 1.56 2.60 50.6%
Baltimore City 69,716,790 455.02 2,36 5.88 25.6%
Baltimore 97,807,649 848. 36 2.09 3.11 54.3%
Calvert ».uu@hmwu 693.58 2,03 2.55 54.9%
Caroline 1,859,037 373.38 2.04 2.15 57.9%
Carroll 8,381,738 . 441.68 1.44 2.50 49.5%
Cecil 4,273,954 332.27 1.42 2.50 60.5%
Charles 8,609,024 513,14 1.87 2.42 70.2%
Dorchester 3,191,113 546,42 2,00 2.69 49.4%
Frederick 10,420,459 469,62 1.47 2,40 54.4%
Garrett 1,536,934 208.45 1.2 2.73 47.1%
Harford 16,179,514 494.92 1.93 2.97 62.5%
Howard 19,082, 307 802.25 1.73 2.49 59.6%
Kent 1,824,617 546.62 1.41 2,44 54.2%
Montgomery 122,426,439 1,083.03 2.03 2.78 55.0%
Prince George's§ 98,874,554 705.62 2,18 3.37 49.7%
Queen Anne's H.mwuh»wm 384,28 .99 1.80 53.9%
St. Mary's 4,555,807 393.11 1.53 2.40 62.97%
Somerset 1,077,663 263.81 1.26 1.90 65.5%
Talbot N.NMN.umo 630.11 1.00 1.91 39.7%
Washington 11,281,637 519.53 1.98 2.60 54.9%
Wicomico 5,881,680 456.94 1.54 1.90 51.1%
Worcester 3,775,427 628,19 .72 1.65 37.2%
1. Current Expenses minus Federal funds, State funds, and local funds required by Foundation Program,and Excess Cost
Program for Special Education.
2. Column 1 per pupil (Tahle A Column 1, minus Foundation Program funds.)
3. Local non-mandated funds divided by Adjusted Real Property, 7/1/76, MSDE, expressed in dollars per $100.
4. State of Maryland, Depgptment of Fiscal Services, 'Local Government Finances in Md. June 30, 1977, Table I."
5. State of Mgryland, Depaytment of Fiscal Services, "Local Government Finances in Md. June 30, 1977, Table T T




K through 12 = 1 each; 4§ year olds = 0.5; Evening High School = 0.25 per course; Adults = 0.05 each, low

FY'80 WEIGHTED ENROLLMENT:

0.25 additional each

TABLE

c

income children

: ] 2 k. 4 5 6
‘Grades ] - 12 " 1.0; | 0.5 Kindergarten FY-77 Adult Percentage. |Number of
Local Unit K=0.5; Evening=0.25 plus 0.5 for Education of Low Income|Low Income Weighted
per course 4 year-olds Registrants Children Children Enrollment
Total State 794,575 46,964 137,397 21,012 166,940 890,144
Allegany 1, Hoo 929 1,390 13.74 1,951 15,685
Anne Arundel 12, W 4,468 6,563 9.31 6,772 79,226
Baltimore City 141, 8,284 29,828 56.89 80,373 171,147
Baltimore 106,838 - 551955 26,766 13.8 14,744 117,818
Calvert ~uumm 466 1,170 26.21 1,931 8,373
Caroline 4,851 289 946 23.0 1,116 5,466
Carroll uo B34 ' 1,250 2,803 3152 635 21,383
Cecil um 847 844 1,176 10.7 1,375 14,093
Charles wu 654 1,011 685 30.6 5,372 19,942
Dorchester . 5, mwm 304 690 14,67, 809 6,057
Frederick 23 y 109 1,598 3,474 8.01 1,851 25,344
Garrett m 779 330 235 22.0 1,271 6,499
Harford ’ un 622 2,024 2,987 11.6 3,784 35,741
Howard um h96 1,532 3,162 5.6 1,428 27,543
Kent +o~ 196 1,975 22.0 682 3,566
Montgomery Hou umN 6,058 26,161 5.9 6,229 114,506
Prince George's 132,274 7,237 11,490 15.28 20,211 145,139
Queen Anne's 4,783 272 857 15.0 717 5,278
St.Mary's 11,917 842 2,835 29.4 3,504 13,776
Somerset 3,837 268 861 32.0 1,228 4,455
Talbot 4,226 245 1,245 22.6 955 4,772
Washington 20,943 1,381 1,586 28.0 5,864 23,869
Wicomico 12,204 810 1,469 13,64 1,665 13,504
Worcester m 682 310 878 31.56 1,793 6,484

1. Projection for mmvnmavon 30, 1978, from MSDE Report to the Covernor's Commission on July 11, 1978, p.8.
. Estimated for Septembpy 30, 1978, from MSDE Kindergarten enrollment,

2
3. From "Factp About Mayyland Public Education”
4. From LEA Applications for ESEA Title I, FY' um Projects, as H»mnma in MSDE paper entitled,

School Attendance >noma.

o L
.

. Column 4 mpltiplied vw Column 1,
Column 1 plus Coluymn 2 vwcm 0.05X Aoowcsb 3) plus 0.25X (Column 5).

1977-78, MSDE, p.34.

September 30, 1977, minus 2X%.
Not all registrants are taking high school courses.
"Selection of Eligible



$1,200 PER PUPIL FOUNDATION PROGRAM FOR FY'80

STATE SHARE 50%

LOCAL SHARE 50%

TABLE D

1 3 4 5 6 7 8
L 1 Unit Mn#mwwmm Wealth for WOnmw o Local Share|State Share [Present $690 |Difference Difference
GoRR owwm\wamam FY'80 (000) mocs atlion | 50x LCR= 50% Program FY'80|Between Between
s @. Togae .922% State Share {Proposed and mﬁwwwmmanmnm
c
$690 Program State mrmmw
3

Total State moo,wb¢ 57,942,078 $1,068,172,800 [$534,086,400 $534,086,400f $298,919,120 $235,167,280 $228,900,758
Allegany 15,689 656,610 18,822,331 6,053,944 12,768,387 6,973,887 5,794,500 5,674,128
Anne Arundel 79,226 5,158,789 95,071,108| 47,564,035 47,507,074 28,005,737 | 19,501,337 18,878,903
Baltimore City 171,147 6,074,927 205,375,924 56,010,827| 149,365,097 71,359,634 | 78,005,463 75,461,966
Baltimore 117,818 9,891,547 141,381,205 91,200,063 50,181,142 31,184,568 | 18,996,574 17,452,552
Calvert 8,373 685,515 10,047,189 6,329,668 3,717,520 2,130,526 1,586,995 1,416,420
Caroline 5,466 208,687 6,559,599 1,924,094 4,635,505 2,449,836 2,185,669 2,151,984
Carroll 21,383 1,261,307 25,659,962 11,629,251 14,030,712 8,261,840 5,768,872 5,950,997
Cecil 14,093 619,830 16,911,885 5,714,833 11,197,052 6,199,161 4,997,891 4,999,437
Charles 19,942 876,597 23,930,989 8,082,224| 15,848,765 8,342,893 7,505,872 7,809,818
Dorchester 6,057 325,294 7,267,919 2,999,211 4,268,708 2,407,276 1,861,433 1,813,799
Frederick 25,344 1,516,292 30,412,605 13,980,212f 16,432,393 ; 9,425,154 7,007,239 7,251,644
Garrett 6,499 305,491 7,798,362 2,816,627 4,981,735 2,673,899 2,307,836 2,332,403
Harford 35,741 1,790,662 42,889, 306 16,509,904 26,379,402 14,809,333 | 11,570,069 11,643,277
Howard 27,543 2,302,662 33,051,341 21,230,544] 11,820,797 7,690,793 4,130,004 4,499,621
Kent 3,566 237,641 4,279,566 2,191,050 2,088,516 1,117,834 970,682 914,232
Montgomery 114,506 |12,495,324 137,406,893 115,206,887 22,200,006 19,121,687 { 3,078,319 2,364,458
Prince George's 145,139 8,973,846 174,166,400 82,738,860 91,427,540f 52,681,522 | 38,746,018 38,112,681
Queen Anne's 5,278 381,872 6,333,183 3,520,860 2,812,323 1,658,220 1,154,103 1,107,456
St. Mary's 13,776 587,466 16,531,763 5,416,437 11,115,327 5,696,626 5,418,701 5,368,212
Somerset 4,455 170,480 5,345,460 1,571,826 3,773,634 1,914,466 1,859,168 1,804,444
Talbot 4,772 541,771 5,726,423 4,995,129 731,294 586,325 144,969 30,297
Washington 23,869 1,229,466 28,642,956 11,335,677 17,307,279 9,163,966 8,143,313 7,974,356
Wicomico 13,504 780,567 16,204,880 7,196,828 9,008,052 5,064,322 3,943,730 3,771,693
Worcester m.bmw\‘ 868,435 7,780,668 8,006,971 (- 226,303 186,310 (- 412,612) (- 618,463)

1. Table C, Column 6.
2. From MSDE Report to mogmn=on.m Commission on July 21, 1978.
3. Column 1 myltiplied by $1,200.

4, Wealth (Calumn 2) mu
local share.

5. Column 3 minus Column 4§,

6. Present mﬁcsamnwos of §624 at 55X State Share,

ltiplied by Local Contribution Rate of .922%, which 1is percen

projections (Table C Cglumn 1) and MSDE Wealth projections (Table D Column 2).
7. Column 5 minus Column 6,

8. Column 5 minus amount yeceived by each LEA for Found

)

./

ation Program in FY'79.

tage required of LEAs to make up total

and $66 at 50% State share, 1s projected using MSDE enrollment




TABLE E

$1,694 PER PUPIL FOUNDATION PROGRAM FOR FY'84

STATE SHARE 50X LOCAL SHARE 50% .
1 2 3 4 d 5
:m»mrmnm Wealth Total Program Local Share State Share
Local Unit Enrollmeng (000) $1,694 Times 50% LCR= ,7292% 50%
9/30/82 Weighted Enroll.
Total State 821,573 95,433,225 $1,391,744,600 $695,872,300 $695,872,300
Allegany 13,854 900,611 23,468,207 6,565,454 16,902,753
Anne Arundel 76,107 9,470,211 128,925,302 69,037,838 59,887,464
Baltimore City | 143,721 8,158,254 243,462,719 59,473,672 183,989,048
Baltimore 103,718 16,196,523 175,697,485 118,072,653 57,624,832
Calvert 9,270 1,913,526 . 15,703,243 13,949,605 1,753,639
Caroline 5,173 356,188 8,763,348 2,596,611 6,166,738
Carroll 22,891 2,395,220 38,777,288 17,461,154 21,316,134
Cecil 13,742 1,034,071 23,279,450 7,538,378 15,741,073
Charles 21,462 1,475,867 36,355,786 10,759,070 25,596,716
Dorchester 503y 521,429 9,380,498 3,801,217 5,579,281
Frederick 26,715 2,711,536 45,255,395 19,767,097 . 25,488,297
Garrett 6,555 531,154 11,103,942 3,872,113 7,231,829
Harford 35,790 3,147,158 60,627,895 22,942,782 37,685,113
Howard 31,289 4,519,080 53,003,973 32,944,093 20,059,879
Kent 3,101 387,057 5,252,423 2,821,646 2,430,778
Montgomery 101,982 19,944,022 172,757,884 145,391,920 27,365,963
Prince George's| 131,147 13,447,057 222,162,452 98,029,045 124,133,407
Queen Anne's 5,227 75173323 8,855,304 5,520,885 3,334,420
St. Mary's 13,944 1,176,880 23,621,249 8,579,455 15,041,794
Somerset 4,043 288,337 6,848,538 ’ 2,101,977 4,746,561
Talbot 4,283 1,020,783 7,255,159 7,441,508 : (- 186,349)
Washington 22,071 2,018,129 37,388,840 14,712,160 . 22,676,680
Wicomico 11,055 1,334,145 20,756,528 9,725,917 11,030,611
Worcester 5,860 1,728,664 9,926, 807 12,601,961 (- 2,675,154)
1. Enrollment projections presented by MSDE to the Governor's Commission, July 11, 1978, then adjusted as indicated

on Table C.

From MSDE Report to Governor's Commission on July 21, 1978.

Column 1 mu}tiplied by $1,694. |
Wealth (Column 2) multipl}ied by Local Contribution Rate of .729%.

Column 3 mipus Column 4;

wnsweN
o nnle



TABLE F

PHASE-IN OF $1,694 FOUNDATION PROGRAM, STATE SHARES FOR FY'B0 THROUGH FY-84

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
{ . Yearly
FY'84 Program|FY'80 Present|Amount to be |FY'80 FY'81 FY '82 FY'83 Increments
State Share’ |Law State Phased in + 202 + 40% + 60 + 802 FY'80-FY'84
Share

Total State $695,872,300 |$298,919,120 $196,953,180 [$378,309,756 | $457,700,392 | $537,091,028 | $616,481,664 |$79,390,636
Allegany 16,902,753 6,973,887 9,928,866 8,959,660 10,945,433 12,931,206 14,916,980 1,985,773
Anne Arundel 59,887,464 28,005,737 31,881,727 34,382,083 40,758,428 47,134,773 53,511,119 6,376,346
Baltimore City 183,989 o»m 71,359,634 | 112,629,414 93,885,517 | 116,411,399 | 138,937,282 | 161,463,165 | 22,525,883
Baltimore 57,624 muw 31,184,568 26,440,264 36,472,621 41,760,674 47,048,727 52,336,779 5,288,053
Calvert 1,753 ouw 2,130,526 | ( - 376,887) 2,055,148 1,979,771 1,904,394 1,829,016 |( - 75,377)
Caroline 6,166, wum 2,449,836 3,716,902 3,193,216 3,936,597 4,679,977 5,423,358 743,380
Carroll 21,316, wua 8,261,840 13,054,294 10,872,699 13,483,557 16,094,416 18,705,275 2,610,859
Cecil 15,741, cwu 6,199,161 9,541,912 |{* 8,107,543 10,015,926 11,924,308 13,832,690 1,908,382
Charles Nm.moo.ww@ 8,342,893 17,253,823 11,793,658 15,244,422 18,695,187 22,145,951 3,450,765
Dorchester m.mqo.mm* 2,407,276 3,172,005 3,041,677 3,676,078 4,310,479 4,944,880 634,401
Frederick 25,488,297 9,425,154 16,063,143 12,637,783 15,850,412 19,063,040 22,275,669 3,212,629
Garrett 7,231,829 2,673,899 4,557,931 3,585,485 4,497,071 5,408,657 6,320,243 911,586
Harford 37,685,113 14,809,333 22,875,779 19,384,489 23,959,645 28,534,800 33,109,957 4,575,156
Howard 20,059,879 7,690,793 12,369,086 10,164,611 12,638,428 15,112,245 17,586,062 2,473,817
Kent N.ouo.ﬁwu 1,117,834 1,312,944 1,380,423 1,643,011 1,905,600 2,168,189 262,589
Montgomery 27,365,963 19,121,687 8,244,276 20,770,542 22,419,397 24,068,253 25,717,108 1,648,855
Prince George's 124,133 AON 52,681,522 71,451,884 66,971,899 81,262,276 95,552,653 109,843,030 | 14,290,377
Queen Anne's 3,334,420 1,658,220 1,676,199 1,993,460 2,328,700 2,663,940 2,999,180 335,240
St. Mary's 15,041,794 5,696,626 9,345,168 7,565,660 9,434,693 11,303,727 13,172,761 1,869,034
Somerset 4,746, umw 1,914,466 2,832,095 2,480,885 3,047,304 3,613,723 4,180,142 566,419
Talbot (- Hmm.ubwv 586,325 | (- 772,674) 431,790 277,255 122,721 (- 31,814)| (- 154,535)
Washington 22,676,680 9,163,966 13,512,714 11,866,509 14,569,052 17,271,594 19,974,137 2,702,543
Wicomico 11,030,611 5,064,322 5,966,289 6,257,580 7,450,837 8,644,095 9,837,353 1,193,258
Worcester (- 2,675,154)1 ° 186,310 | (- 2,861,463)1 (-  385,983) (- 958,276) (-1,530,569)% (-2,102,861)| (- 572,293)
1. Table E, Column 3.
2, Table D, Column 6,
3. Column 1,minus Column 2, .
4, Column 2, pjus Column §.
S. Column &4 plys Column 8, . i
6. Column 5 plys Column 8,
7. Column & plps Column 8,
8. Column 3, djvided by 5, y



y " EXHIBIT F

PRESENTATION TO
MARYLAND COMMISSION OM FUNDING OF PUPIL EDUCATION
MR. R. ITENNETH BARGES, CEAIRMAN
BY TED J. SMITH, DIRECTOR OF FIIIANCE
BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOCLS
= AUGUST 22, 1978

Comments which I made at one of your initial sessions, addressed the fact that
the present funding levels of categorical grants were counterproductive to the equal-
ization philoscphy espoused by the State. You will recall that my data supported this
trend. This tendency is not unique to Maryland, but has.been experienced by most
states in recent years. To date, most schbol finance reforms have focused on the
general equalization aid\programs, consequently the condition I just described prevails.

Equalization goals in school finance should include wealth equalization and pupil-
neéd equalization. The latter usually requires a restructuring of the categorical aid
programs. Florida, New Mexico, and Utah are several states which have recently gone
that route. 1In many other sta?es the rationale for equalizing numerous categorical
aids is being discussed much more frequently. Frankly, in my view, the major opposition
seems to come from the bureaucrats at.all levels of government whose positions depend
upon the mountains of inane paperwork required for categorical aid distribution.

There are four basic factors in the issue of categorical versus general aid. I

will address each briefly, and then present a propbvsal which I feel will begin to move

Maryland toward greater equalization.

The first factor concerns equalization goals. If we truly believe in equalization,

there is no substantive reason for not equalizing the structure of categorical aid. 1In
‘fact, evidence suggests that weélth related iﬁequitiés can creep into the bategorical
aid process when an equalization formula is not uéedp Thi; has occurred in manf states
that use a partial excess cost reimbursement schedule for special education state aid.

My Table 1 is a very dramatic example of this phenomenon. The wealthiest subdivision

in Maryland will receive the largest per pupil served allocation of special education



aid in 1981! As you know, some states have begun to equalize the allocation of
numerous categorical programs ;y using a pupil weighting system, vwherein the costs
of education services for various types of students are given a weight relative to
the average student and theﬁ: via an equalization formula, state aid is allocated on
the basis of the number of weighted students in a school district. -

The second factor associated with categorical aid is the increasing financial
burden such programs are placing on state and local budgets. High-cost special
programs have greatly increased the percent of the total budget consumed by categorical
programs, especially special education. This growth, in the absence of an equalization
approach, tends to disequalize total aid.

The third factor, reglly a corollary of the second, is the emerging competiticn
at all levels of government between categorical and general aid dollars. The growth
of categorical aid has Qecreased absolutely, as well as relatively, the number of
state dollars for the general aid formula. At the local level, a similar kind of
competition is developing. In fact, the rapid and quite visible expansion of special
education, a service receiving almost universal support in the past, has produced
negative reactions among parents of "normal" children who feel the non-special student
is being neglected. Whgtever the truth of this point of view, there is an emerging

competition between categorical and general aid in federal, state, and local education

budgets.

Finally, the proliferation of categorical aid programs has created the need
for a whole host of middle manaéement types who busy themselves approving projects
which in'the main represent programs which have already been approved and budgeted
by local béards of education.. Further, additional auditing activity is necessary to
insure compliance with various regulations which are often misinterpreted. After

fifteen years in this business, I am convinced that the major beneficiaries of

categorical aid are those individuals who shuffle the paper necessary to move the
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dollars from one bank to another. Further, I am convinced that, unless procedures
are simplified via a greater emphasis on general aid, the systems will collapse. One
of the major reasons behind the growth in expenditures demonstrated in Table 2 is the
growth of categorical programs.
I believe that pupil weighting and municipal overburden are factors which can
be included in a general education'aid formula. I also recognize the political
reality which mitigates against undoing inequities of the Past. Given those beliefs,
I have developed an approach to state aid revision which I feel will improve education
aid distributions in Maryland. Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6 reflect the distribution of
$40,000,000 under differént assumptions about pupil weighting and municipal overburden.
The balance of my report will discuss, where necessary, each of the data elements
used to generate the various distributions. I recognize that some of the data will
need to be updated, but I feel the approach is sound. Further, the indexes will need
to be reviewed by those with more statistical expertise than I, but here too, I feel

confident that my approach pProvides a reasonably equitable distribution.

Data Elements

Enrollment - 9/30/76 - Preceding year should be used to allow accurate

calculation of entitlement.

-

Enrollment Index - Includes a transportation index which recognizes
density and % of pupils transported variances. The index also includes
a special education weighting which is based on 1981 state aid (Tables 3

& 4)/1981 ssis information in support of PL 94-142 applications (Tables 5§
!

& 6).

Total Wealth - As per current legislation.

Overburden Index -~ See footnote to exhibits. The relationships assume a’

reasonable distribution of expenditures in Previous years.



State Share Per Unadjusted Pupil - System's share of the $40 million

program divided by Column 1.

Guarantee Per Pupil s,Current aid provided by Current Expense, Trans-

portation, Handicapped, and FICA grants divided by Column 1. Guarantees
1979 level of funding per pupil into the future. Essentially, you have

a two-tiered program.

~ M

The major advantages related to this approach are:
l. Greater equalization
2. Hold harmless = retain pre-1980 levels
3. Reduction of paper work
4. Corrects present special education inequities
S. Eliminates social security audit
6. Permits more accurate cost reporting at the local level
7. Responds to future law suit potential

8. Reliance on more equitable tax base -

TJS:vt




ENROLLMENT INDEX RATIONALE
~ IN SUPPORT OF
STATE AID PROPOSALS
» (TABLES 3,4,5, AiD €)

I. Pupil Weighting for Trapsportation - The indexes discussed below were combined

to reflect a pupil weighting which would represent pupil transportation needs

specific to each school system relative to the State average.
A. Density - This index was developed frém information gathered for
a recent study of the transportation aid fonnula. The'ﬁumbér of
pupils transported per square mile for each school system was re-

'iated to the State average to develop a density ratio.

:B. % Transported - This index was developed by using data regarding
A )

% of pupils transported used in recent testimony by the Maryland -

Association of Counties to this Commission. Each school system's

% figure was indexed to the State average.

IX. DPupil Weighting For Special Education Services -

Tables 3 and 4

- State aid ‘to be provided in 1981 was used- to develop an' index
to recegnize special education service needs. State aid to each

system was related to total State aid.

< .

"Tables 5 and 6

_ Ss1s information which was submitted to the State in support of
its federal aid application was related to the enrollment of 9/30/76
1
to determine the % of pupils receiving services. Each system's %

was related to the State-wide % to develop a ratio.

TIS:vt ' -
Cffice of Finance - 8/1/78



SCHOOL SYSTEM

Allegany
Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
daltimore
Calvert
Caroline
Carroll
Cecil
Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard

Kent
Montgomery
Prince George's
Queen Anne's
St. Mary's
Somerset
Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

STATE TOTAL

AND PUPTLS 7O BE RECEIVING GERVICE

STATE CF MARYLAKD

SPECIAL EDUCATICN AID

FISCAL YEAR 1981

“PUPILS TO

AMOUNT
BE RECEIVING PER
STATE AID SERVICE PUPIL
$ 1,010,504 2,578 $ 391
5,641,501 8,736 645
21,356,007 30,233 706
6,344,304 9,560 663
367,962 1,193 308
349,101 777 Lhg
1,140,247 2,133 534
860,518 1,596 539
1,183,386 2,484 476
386764 743 520
1,300,877 3,076 422
406,811 2,225. 182
2,092,549 2,947 710
1,874,100 3,191 618
338,471 379 893
8,710,548 8,471 1,028
12,066,484 15,997 753
281,193 506 555
1,170,817 1,464 799
282,2&0 504 560
315,641 711 443
1,411,880 3,543 398
818,756 1,258 650
209,339 709 255
$70,000,000 105,014 $ 666

RANK BY
AMOUNT/

PUPIL

2]
9
6
7

22

124

14

13

16

15

19

24
5

10
2
)
L

12
3

1

18

20
8

23

CURRENT

EXP . /PUPTIL

AlD RANK

7
14
1
20
W
3
13
6
8
10
15
5
9
21
19
22
16
18
L
2
23
1
12
24

TJS:vt
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tabic £
COMPARISONS OF GROWTH RATES OF

: GOVERNMENTAL EXPENMDITURES TO
THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX - i

1967 to 1978

: . " LA Annual
L _ 1967 1978 Increase Avg. %
ALL LOCAL GOVERWMENT ExPENDITURES (&) - $1,033,980,064  $3,906,563,733 (") 277.8 " 7549
EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA 280.82 935.48(1)  233.1 21,2
STATE GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES 1,241,789,501 h,897,982,2h2(‘) 294 .4 26.8
EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA _ ) ' 337.26 1,172.89(1)  247.8  22.5
BALTIMORE COUNTY GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES (3) 105,287,083 324,488,727 208.2 18.9
" EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA(3) : 183.79 T84, 3 163.5 14,9
BALT IMORE COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION ' 2
EXPEND I TURES Ny 75,884,556 217,717,319 186.9  17.0
EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL = 673,55 1,963.86 191.6 17.4
ALL BOAPD OF EDUCATION EXPENDITURES 433,033,100 ~ 1,520,492,874(%) 251.1  22.8
EXPENDITURES PER ADA 606.91 2,069.55 241,00 "PlxS
EXPENDITURES PER ADM. 562.97 .- 1,885.15 234.9 21.4
? : o ]
; % Annual
1967 1978 Increesse Ava. %
TPl All ltems : ] 100.0 198.0 98.0 8.9
TPl Food and Beverages ' ' 100.0 210,0 110,90, -+ T0%8
Food away from home ) : 3 100.0 : 221.1 121.1 11.0
Alcoholic beverages _ 106,06 175.0 75.0 6.8
Hous ing o 100.0 212.0 112.0 10 .2
Fuel and other utilities 100.0 ’ 2275 127.5 11.6
Household furnishings and operation 100.0 180.9 . 80.9 7.4
Apparel and upkeep 100.0 175.6 75.6 6.9
Transportation _ 100.0 73.3 18.2 6.7
Medical care 100.0 218.0 118.0 10.7
Entertalnment 100.0 174.3 74.3 6.8
Other goods and services 100.0 ' 175.6 75.% 6.9

(1) Assumes 4% growth in 1978 over 1977 _

(2) Includes total education expenditures -
(3) Includes General Fund Appropriation to Education

(4) Budget figure

o

TJdS:rwm
August 1, 1978



SUwlinliloe ALY FELFULnL ol 1

TATELY $30 riCLION 11 AODITIONAL AlO : TABLE 3 .

= AiD_FAASE OUT TRESEORSATION, TAHETCAPPED ATD. TICA GRARTS = F |
VIICLULES” OVEPCUREEN ADJUSTREMTY : H
(1 (2) (3) Stete Share (4) Total Ald _
9/30/76 Enrollmentg qo:_ Programs Overburden #dJusted Locel Shers Stete Shere Per Unsd]. Suarantse Per Unad] 0
SCHI2L SYSTEM  Enrol lment tndex _{Dx(2)x876  Totel Waalth Index Weelth (4x5) (.00074x%) (3-2) C_Pugll  Per Pusll Pepll :
Allegany 15,638 1.220 ¢ 1,449,328 $ 656,610 1.22 $ Bol,084 § 592,787 § 57,141 11} $675 $729 '
hure Arundel 77,049 1.209 ‘7,079,552 5,158,789 .96 4,952 3,€€%,803 3,414,749 hy 5€S €29
taltlsore Clty 155,038 1.229 . |4,65k,732 6,074,927 46 2,7%4,k66 2,067,904 12,786,828 80 éco 770
Ezlticore 116,644 1.164 0,513,384 9,891,547 .99 9,792,631 7,426,546 3,266,838 27 4s3 kEo
Celvert - 7.236 1,254 689,548 636,515 1.02 7¢0,245 518,181 171,367 23 558 581
Carollne 5,154 1.29) 506,464 208,687 1.16 242,076 179,136 327,328 63 748 811
Carrcll 15,629 . 1.248 1,880,626 1,261,307 .97 1,223,487 965, 365 975,331 Ly 643 692
Caclt . 13,310 1.240 1,254,304 619,820 1.20 743,796 550,409 703,895 . 52 €83 735 L
Cnarles 17,357 1.261) 1,663,412 876,597 1:31 1,148,342 849,773 813,639 46 757 8c3 .
uorcrester 6,032 1.308 599,564 325,294 1.20 350,352 288,860 310,70k s1 667 ns - '
Frederick 22,958 1.228 2,142,592 1,516,292 1.14 1,728,572 1,279,143 863,449 37 633 €70
Carrett 5,344 1.345 597,360 305,491 .90 274,941 202,456 393,904 67 157 824 )
Farford 33,555 1.215 3,135,330 1,790,662 1.20 2,148,794 . 1,590,107 1,545,273 s 646 651
 Ho.ard 24,857 1.215 3,276,508 2,302,652 1.09 2,569,501 1,857,326 419,482 17 563 €80
Xert 3,444 1.236 323,456 237,641 1.1l 263,781 195,197 128,259 37 649 £eé
sGhtgarery 117,€30 1.178 10,531,168 12,495,324 1.04 12,955,136 9,616,400 914,768 7 375 192
Prince Georga's 144,747 1.209 13,299,924 8,973,846 .94 8,435,415 6,242,207 7,057,717 48 590 638
queen Anne's 4,664 1.301 . .7 482,904 381,872 1.13 431,515 319,321 163,583 33 625 €8 -,
St. rary's 12,159 1.305 Tnom.m.‘; 587,466 1.16 681,460 504,280 701,642 ° 57 760 &7
Socerses 4,286 .290 420,128 170,480 1.28 i 218,214 161,478 258,650 60 €53 738 )
Talto: 4,5c0 .277 436,696 Sk1,771  1.23 666,378 493,119 - = 3¢0 320 -
'ashington 22,314 1.226 3,079,056 1,229,466 1.30 1,598, 305 1,182,745 896,311 Lo €21 €61
Wiccztco 13,313 1.237 _.Nm_.m& 730,567 1.11 866,429 641,157 610,411, 4s 622 667 ;
Vorcester 6,201 1.253 . 590, k44 068,435 1.03 894,488 661,921 - e 276 276
STATE 10TAL 660,379 - §73, 264 2€0 $52,342,078 -. $56,502,205  $4), 811,621 $32,581,219 - - -
(1) %ee Index Ratlonale ACjeched .o
{2) tacen Ta Adjust r_-_-_:__:q b 4 '
: (Lounty Ed. Exg, Al Exp.) § (A1l County Ed. Exp. % All County Totel Exp.) )
(3) will Mot Agree In Tota] pue To Talboc Ang Uorzeastar Negatlve 8 '
(3) Car;ant Progras Lavel (p |980 4 9/30/76 Enrollzent
TJS:vt '

Citlce of Flnanca ~ 8/1/38




STATE EOUCATION A10 PROPOSAL U

T DISTRIBUTE AFPROXINATELY ShO MILLION IN ADOITICNAL AlO
ANQ PHASE OUT TPANSPORTATION, FANOICAPPED AND FICA GRAKTS

{EXTLUOES OVEREUROEN AOJUSTRENT) —

() (2) state Shars (3) Total Ald

4/30/76 Enro) fuspt Total Programs Total Local Share State Sha Per Unadj, Guarantee Per Unad}.
mmummmlmwmmmﬂ Enfollzent  |ndex {(1)x(2)x575 alt {.C0069«%0l . &) (3-5) Pupli Per Pupl) Pupll
Allegany . 15,638 1,220 § 1,449,928 § 656,610 ¢ 453060 § gmg, RER $63 , 615 §138
~nne Arundel . 71,049 1.209 7,079,552 5,158,789 3,559,564 3,519, %6 L} 5¢5 630
taltloors Clty _mu.Sm 1.229 14,854,732 6,074,927 k191,699 10,663,013 61 630 757
baltliore f 118,844 .16 10,513,324 9,831,547 6,825,167 3,668,117 3 453 484
Calvert 7,236 1.25 669,548 6E5,515 k73,495 215,853 29 558 587
Carolline §,154 1,29 506,464 108,687 153,954 * 362,470 70 748 818
carroll 9,829 .24 1,880,696 1,260,307 870,301 1,010,195 50 643 693 .
Caclt} .30 Jo 2k 1,254,304 619,E30 k27,€e2, 816,622 62 683 745
Charles 357 .26 1,663,412 876,597 60k, 851 1,058,561 60 757 817
Dorchester ,032 _Lo 599,564 125,294 224,452 175,112 62 667 729
Frecarick © 12,958 ].22 2,042,592 1,516,292 1,046,24) 1,026,351 47 633 620
Garratt ', 844 1. 34§ 597,350 105, 431 200,788 . 386,572 66 757 823
harford - 31,955 1,218 3,135,380 1,790,662 1,235,556 1,893, 824 13 11 701
Hovard 14,657 1.2 2,276,808 2,302,662 1,568,836 27 563 590
Xant e 1L _.»uw 323,456 237,64 163,972 113 649 695
rentsomsry 117,630 1,178 10,531,168 12,495, 324 8,621,173 16 375 3N
Feloce Gearge's 144,747 ).20 13,299,924 8,971,846 6,191,953 49 550 639
Jdueesn Aane's 884 _.«Om 482,204 381,872 263,490 1) 625 669
St. Fary's 14,159 1,308 1,205,892 587,466 k05,351 . 65 7€0 825
Sozerset ,286 1.299 420,128 170,480 117,631 70 658 768
Taltat (500 1.217 436,696 ' shi, 7 m 373,820 13 380 393
Yashiagion ~W<w_r 1.226 .. 2,079,055.,. - 1,229, hik 843,331 55 - 621. €26 -
Wicoaica. 13,3030 .39 ... _.Nm_umnmu mmupmnq“ 538,591 - A -83.° nwm- MWMJ.
Yorcestar 00 1,358 590, b4h- A5 599,220 . 1 L€ 2L

STATE TOTAL » $I3,261,960 ©  $57,942,078  $39.980,020 $39,293,706 . .
. ; .

(1) Sao Index Ratlonals Attaghad

12) Wil Eot Agres In Total Pla To Worcastar Megatlve
(2) Currant Program Laval _a._u-n + A I0TE ﬂmnﬂ_-tlln

TS:vt
Oftica of Flrance - 8/1/78

- B

~—

>

hY




m

ANO PHASE OUT TrANS

£ EOUCATION A10 PROFOSAL

"ROXTHATELY $T0 M

J JAELE §

(3) State Share

(2)

et 9/30/76 nﬁwo__aa:n Tota| programs Overburden AdJusted Local Share State Share
SCHIOL SYSTEH  Enrol Iment _“Jndex __D)x(2)xs576 Total Wealth Index Mealth(4x5) (.00068x6) (3-7)
K)legany 15,618 i.276 $ 1,516,510 $ 656,610 l.22 $ 001,068 s Skh.723 5 ap, 787
Anne Arundel 77,049 .2)2 ) ,097,137 5,158,789 .96 4,951,837 3,367,657  3,729.A80
baltlecre Cley 155,018 .220 1k, 746,003 6,074,927 46 2,794,466 1,900,236 12,845,767
taltlecre 116, B4y .168 10,522,647 - 9,891,547 .99 9,791,611 6,658,589 3,66, 458
Calvert 1,23 328 119,318 686,515 1.02 700,248 426,166 155, 149
Carollne . 5,154 334 i mmu.muw 208,687 .16 61,276 164,611 )57,912
Carroll 19,629 .267 ).909.17% 1,261,207 .97 1,223,467 831,957 1077017
Cezil 13,310 .259 1,273,554 619,830 1.20 1,79 505,781 167,113
Cnarles 17,357 .254 [,708,356 876,597 1.9 1,158, 342 780,872 926,004

Tcnester 6,032 .330 609,714 325,294 1.20 150,352 265,439 L4, 278
Fracerick 22,959 .269 3,214,161 1,516,292 1.14 1,738,572 . 1,175,428 1,008,713
Carrett 5,884 .572 690,194 305,491 .90 174,54 186,959 $11,138
Farford 31,855 .20 3,115,082 1,790,662 1.20 2,148, 754 1,461,179  1,663,90)
racard 14,657 .22) 3,291,018 2,302,662 1.09 2,509,901 1,706,732 S5, 086
rert 3. k4 .306 5 gm_._uu 237,64) 1.1 263,781 - 179,37 162,466
riatgsrery 17,610 46 10,245,102 12,495,324 1.04 12,595,136 8,836,692 1,408 AlD
Prince George's. |44, 747 .198 13,178,928 8,973,846 .94 “8,h15, 415 5,736,082 7, kkz, Bh3
Otecn Anae's 4,684 .36 U kBB, h78 381,872 1.13 T k31,505 293,430 155,048
St. rary’s 12,159 ,285 1,107,847 587,466 1.16 681, hED 463,392 72k, 055
Scrersat b, 186 <307 b1, 736 170,480 1.28 218,214 148,385 277,351
Tal:ot b, 500 .21 45).782 s41,1n 1.2) 666,378 453,137 -
“zsnirgacn 1.31h .278 2,167,314 1,229,406 1.30 1,598,305 1,086,847 1,080,487
Vicezico 13,113 229 1,25} ,605 780,567 1.1 866,429 589,171 GEh, k14
wercester &, 201 _. 05 a_m"u_m mmo.:m 1.03 894 468 €08,251 6, 76k

STATE JOTAL §60,379

(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)

S
i

15s:
cfil

—_—

373,319,038 %" mmﬂmua~wo~u“..x

Ses index Ratlonale >n-n1.n

index to Adjust Wealth:
(County €d. Exp.

tAIT Exp.) ¢

S111 Kot \gree On Total Dye To Talbot N

Currant Program Level In

vt
<8 ¢f Flnance ~ 8/1/78

1380 ¢ 9/30/76

Y
v e

(A1l founty Ed,
egat|ve
Enrol Imant

i*

§56,502,205  $38,A21;487" 5402898, 9061 -

Exp. ¢ All County Total Exp.) -

(4) Total Ald

Per Unadj. Guarantes Pear Unad}
Pupll Per Pupil Pupll
$62 $675 $737
48 585 633
80 €90 170
a2 453 485
35 558 593
.69 748 817
54 643 697
57 15] 740
5) 157 8lo
51 €67 724
L4 633 " 678
87 157 11}
43 646 655
23 56) 586
Y 649 T, 636
R) 375 386
* 51 590 641
39 625 (11}
59 © 760 819
64 €98 762
e 380 380
48 621 €69
L} 622 671
= 216 212

-

 ————. ey -




. o TABLE 6
STATE ECUCATION AIO PPOFCSAL
JO OISTRIBUTE APPROXTHATELY SLO MTLLION IN AQOITICNAL 10
ANO_PHASE UUT TRANSPORTATION, WAKOICAPPED AND
EXCLUDES OVZRBURDEN ABJUSTNENT . ]

_ () : State Share (2) Total Ald
- 9/30/76 Enrollmant Tetal Frograms Local Shara Stata Share  Per Unad]. Guarantee Per Unadj.
SCHIIL SYSTEA g Eorollment - |ndex (D=l2)xs76 Total Waalch {.00070xCol .4) (3-5) Pugtl Per Pupll Pupl )

v Allegany 15,638 .276 © 81,506,510 $ 656,610 $ 459,627 5 ),056,88) §67 + §675 $742
-Anre Arunde) + 77,049 212 7,087,137 £,158,789 3,611,152 3,h85 985 NSL . S5es 630
saltlcara Clty 159,038 $220 1§, 756,003 6,074 927 4,252,448 10,k33, 555 65 - 690 755
Saltlzore 118,804 165 10,521,447 9,891,547 6,924,002 3,598, 165 30 453 483
Calvert 7,236 .328 730,315 £36,515 keo,s60 . 249,755 34 558 592
Carollre 5,154 J334 £12,533 208,687 146,C89 176,453 73 748 821
Carrcll 19,823 267 1,209,374 1,260,507 802,914 1,026,460 51 - 643 és4 -
Cecll 3,310 +259 1,273,554 619,830 433,861 835,673 63 683 746
Charles 1,357 294 1,706,356 876,597 T613,617 1,093,133 62 1517 819
vorcrestar 6,032 .30 609,714 325,294 127,708 382,009 63 667 730
Frezerlck 22,958 1,214,181 1,516,192 1,061, 4ok 1,152,757 50 633 683
Ga-rete §, 844 699,194 305,491 -y - b4, 351 82 757 839
Narfcra 3),9558 3,125,082 1,7%0, 662 1,253,463 1,871,619 55 . 646 701
howaza 24,657 1,291,818 2,102,661 1,611,E6) €79,555 27 563 550
Kent - 3,44 141,837 217,601 166,348 175,483 " 50 649 699
Montgaczry ~:.$° lo, 245, 102 12,495, 324 8,746,726 1,458,376 12 375 187
Friaze Ceorga's LI 1Y ) 13,179,524 8,971, Eh6 6,281,692 6,897,112 47 520 637
yteen Aane's S ' §,884 . kGl W78 381,872 267,110 221,168 - 4§ 625 670
Si. rary's 12,159 1,187,447 S87,hE6 h11,228 - 776,221 63 760 82)
Screrset §,286 k15,736 170, kB0 119,336 306,400 N 698 769
Taltot 4,500 k51,701 541,771 379,119 72,543 16 © 380 . 196
Washizgzan 22,314 : 1,162, 31A-. . I 229 MGk ECo, 626 . _.uen..ma?,..... 58:-... 621 . 679 ¢ -
wlcexizo 13,313 1,251, 605" .- 700,563 - kb, 196 707,208 .’ 53 622 675~
Vorcascar 6,201 - §15,015 868, &3s £07, 904 7,411 A ) 76 21
STZTE TOTAL ) 860,379 . - $73,219,038 357,342,078 $ho,559,442 328,759,556 R - --
i
(1) Sce Indax Ratlongla >~n~n:ua )
(2) Cusrent Prograem tewa]’{n 1380 .2 9730476 Encrolimenty - .
o ¥
TJS:ve ] i
Offlce of Flnarce - 8/1/78
- .
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